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Abstract
The purpose of this research was to do a repeated cross-sectional research on class
teachers who study in the 4th year and also graduated at the Faculty of Education, University
of Turku between the years of 2000 through 2004. Specifically, seven research questions
were addressed to target the main purpose of the study: How do class teacher education
masters’ degree senior students and graduates rate “importance; effectiveness; and quality” of
training they have received at the Faculty of Education? Are there significant differences
between overall ratings of importance; effectiveness and quality of training by year of
graduation, sex, and age (for graduates) and sex and age (for senior students)? Is there
significant relationship between respondents’ overall ratings of importance; effectiveness and
their overall ratings of the quality of training and preparation they have received? Are there
significant differences between graduates and senior students about importance, effectiveness,
and quality of teacher education programs? And what do teachers’ [Graduates] believe about
how increasing work experience has changed their opinions of their preservice training?
Moreover the following concepts related to the instructional activities were studied:
critical thinking skills, communication skills, attention to ethics, curriculum and instruction
(planning), role of teacher and teaching knowledge, assessment skills, attention to continuous
professional development, subject matters knowledge, knowledge of learning environment,
and using educational technology. Researcher also tried to find influence of some moderator
variables e.g. year of graduation, sex, and age on the dependent and independent variables.
This study consisted of two questionnaires (a structured likert-scale and an open ended
questionnaire). The population in study 1 was all senior students and 2000-2004 class teacher
education masters’ degree from the departments of Teacher Education Faculty of Education at
University of Turku. Of the 1020 students and graduates the researcher was able to find
current addresses of 675 of the subjects and of the 675 graduates contacted, 439 or 66.2
percent responded to the survey. The population in study 2 was all class teachers who
graduated from Turku University and now work in the few basic schools (59 Schools) in South-
West Finland. 257 teachers answered to the open ended web-based questions. SPSS was used
to produce standard deviations; Analysis of Variance; Pearson Product Moment Correlation (r);
T-test; ANOVA, Bonferroni post-hoc test; and Polynomial Contrast tests meant to analyze
linear trend. An alpha level of .05 was used to determine statistical significance.
The results of the study showed that:
A majority of the respondents (graduates and students) rated the overall importance,
effectiveness and quality of the teacher education programs as important, effective and good.
Generally speaking there were only a few significant differences between the cohorts
and groups related to the background variables (gender, age).
The different cohorts were rating the quality of the programs very similarly but some
differences between the cohorts were found in the importance and effectiveness ratings.
Graduates of 2001 and 2002 rated the importance of the program significantly higher than
2000 graduates. The effectiveness of the programs was rated significantly higher by 2001 and
2003 graduates than other groups. In spite of these individual differences between cohorts
there were no linear trends among the year cohorts in any measure.
In respondents’ ratings of the effectiveness of teacher education programs there was
significant difference between males and females; females rated it higher than males. There
were no significant differences between males’ and females’ ratings of the importance and
quality of programs.
In the ratings there was only one difference between age groups. Older graduates (35
years or older) rated the importance of the teacher training significantly higher that 25-35
years old graduates.
In graduates’ ratings there were positive but relatively low correlations between all
variables related to importance, effectiveness and quality of Teacher Education Programs.
Generally speaking students’ ratings about importance, effectiveness and quality of
teacher education program were very positive. There was only one significant difference
related to the background variables. Females rated higher the effectiveness of the program.
The comparison of students’ and graduates’ perception about importance, effectiveness,
and quality of teacher education programs showed that there were no significant differences
between graduates and students in the overall ratings. However there were differences in
some individual variables. Students rated higher in importance of “Continuous Professional
Development”, effectiveness of “Critical Thinking Skills” and “Using Educational Technology”
and quality of “Advice received from the advisor”. Graduates rated higher in importance of
“Knowledge of Learning Environment” and effectiveness of “Continuous Professional
Development”.
According to the qualitative data of study 2 some graduates expressed that their
perceptions have not changed about the importance, effectiveness, and quality of training that
they received during their study time. They pointed out that teacher education programs have
provided them the basic theoretical/formal knowledge and some training of practical routines.
However, a majority of the teachers seems to have somewhat critical opinions about the
teacher education. These teachers were not satisfied with teacher education programs because
they argued that the programs failed to meet their practical demands in different everyday
situations of the classroom e.g. in coping with students’ learning difficulties, multi-
professional communication with parents and other professional groups (psychologists and
social workers), and classroom management problems. Participants also emphasized more
practice oriented knowledge of subject matter, evaluation methods and teachers’ rights and
responsibilities. Therefore, they (54.1% of participants) suggested that teacher education
departments should provide more practice-based courses and programs as well as closer
collaboration between regular schools and teacher education departments in order to fill gap
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1.1 Challenges of Teacher Education
Undoubtedly, teachers have a strong influence on learning, and good teachers
ideally produce good learners with the knowledge, values, attitudes and behaviors
for running responsible citizenship. Teachers equip learners with life skills that
promote personal and societal development. They are directly responsible for
carrying out the primary goal of quality education for all, and education is often
correlated, directly or indirectly, with economic development, health, and peace.
In Finland, the responsibility for providing education to prospective teachers at
primary and secondary schools was transferred to universities in 1971 (Niemi,
2005). The basic principles of teacher education have emphasized teachers’ work in
a broad pedagogical and societal framework (Committee report, 1975):
1. All teacher education for comprehensive and upper secondary schools should be
academic and carried out in universities.
2. Teacher education should be unified for different teacher categories.
3. The initial education of future teachers must give a common and broad
qualification to all teachers and this common background can then be flexibly
complemented by in-service education.
4. Pedagogical studies should be developed in such a way that teachers are
prepared to be educators in the broad sense of this concept and they should be
able attend to their pupils’ socio-emotional growth. Teachers should have a
pedagogically optimistic attitude towards their work that is grounded in the latest
research. Theoretical and practical studies as well as subject matter and
pedagogical studies should be more successfully integrated.
5. Teacher education should include societal and educational policy studies (Niemi &
Jakku-Sihvonen, 2005, pp. 51-52).
Over a period of time during the 1970’s and 1980’s, a fairly strict core
curriculum was set by the Ministry of Education. It unified teacher education in all
universities and raised the common standards. It also made teacher education
somewhat inflexible to react to local and contextual needs. In the 1990’s, in the
context of the general decentralization of governance, the universities were given
more freedom to profile their programs. Teacher education was placed in a better
position to take local needs and the strengths of individual universities into account.




According to decrees issued in 1979 and 1995, all prospective teachers have to
complete a master degree. In terms of the new Bologna process, this degree is
equivalent of the second cycle degree in the European higher education area.
Primary teachers (class teachers), have science of education as their major, and this
degree requires completion of a master’s thesis. The topics of the thesis may be
highly school-related, and very often they are action research projects. Secondary
school teachers (subject teachers), complete a major in their academic teaching
subjects and a minor in pedagogy. The educational studies of subject teachers have
been completed either as a one year block or concurrently with their academic
studies in their major field (Niemi & Jakku-Sihvonen, 2005).
In continuation, the Ministry of Education (2001) submitted a development
program teacher education”, which considers the changing and expectable needs of
teacher education. In the program, one can find a proposal for a core curriculum of
teacher education studies. These aspects of teacher competence (see chapter 3) are
used as the basis for the evaluation of teacher education programs carried out in this
study
This study was focused on the primary school teacher education at the
University of Turku. In association with providing training for prospective teachers,
the department of Teacher Education was founded in 1974 as part of Faculty of
Education at the University of Turku. Also in this year the Rauma Teacher Seminar,
originally founded in 1896, was merged with the University and becoming a
Department of Teacher Education. The overall target of teacher education at the
University of Turku is described as follows: it provides a theory- embedded
discipline- based education of high quality with the ultimate goal of educating future
teachers whose personal educational philosophy consists of a solid theoretical
foundation, rigorous expertise, resourcefulness and critical reflection skills necessary
for continued success and development in the teaching profession and in the
teaching community. Throughout university education, personal development is
encouraged; communications skills and active learning skills are fostered” (Faculty of
Education web site, 1).
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1.2 Evaluation of Teacher Education Programs
In the 1990s, the Ministry of Education of Finland conducted two large teacher
education evaluation projects with international experts (Buchberger et al, 1994;
Jussila & Saari, 2000; see also Kansanen, 2003). In addition, several evaluation
projects were conducted in various subfields of teacher education. The results were
not unexpected, and the ensuing recommendations soon led to various reforms.
Some of the problems seem to be long lasting and depend on the solution of more
general problems in society as a whole. In general, more co-operations are
suggested. First, more contact is required within the faculty of education and among
the departments in the faculty. A greater part of both the classroom teacher
education program and the subject teacher education program may be organized
jointly. A practical problem is the large numbers of students that can easily lead to
unsatisfactory arrangements. This kind of co-operation, however, is becoming
increasingly common. Second, closer co-operation is needed among the faculties of
education and the subject departments. This need has frequently been the object of
attention. Lack of co-operation has been caused by unresolved practical problems,
competition for resources, and differences in opinion regarding the status of one’s
own discipline (cf. Jussila & Saari, 2000). Recommendations have been made to
establish and strengthen co-operative bodies. In the area of research, co-operation
could be increased in the field of project studies, and subject teachers might also
choose subject didactics themes for their Masters’ theses, while professors on both
sides could act as supervisors in such projects. The selection of students for teacher
education studies has also been the object of experimentation that has had
promising results.
Buchberger et al, in a study about graduates who graduated from the
University of Jyväskylä, showed that the programs consisted of very useful elements
so that graduates have been very well prepared for the teaching profession. They felt
that they could acquire a broad and theoretically based repertoire of teaching
competencies. They also felt that teacher education at the University of Jyväskylä
helped the personal as well as professional development in becoming open-minded
teachers, and being flexible it professionals. In another study at same university,
Vähäpassi showed that the master’s degree class teacher graduates were usually
well satisfied with their work and more than 87 percent of them had found
employment as class teachers (Hämäläinen et al, 1996).
INTRODUCTION MEHDINEZHAD
5
In another study, Niemi and Tirri (1997) investigated the readiness of Finnish
teachers for the teaching profession as provided by their teacher education. The
effectiveness of teacher education can be seen mainly in the readiness of the
didactical skills of the teachers and in their willingness to develop in the profession.
According to the authors, these goals provide teachers with a good basis, but they
point out that in future we should develop teacher education to improve teacher
preparation for a collaborative working culture and in the use of open learning
environments.
The follow-up study conducted by the Higher Education Evaluation Council
(Saari, 2003) showed that university teacher trainers and students felt that the best
content areas in pedagogical studies in terms of implementation included knowledge
of the learning process, planning and assessment skills, pedagogical use of ICTs and
dealing with ethical responsibility in teaching work. The views of teacher trainers and
students differed in terms of the pedagogical use of ICTs. Students were not as
satisfied with the ICT skills provided by teacher education as teacher trainers. Based
on a follow-up, more than 80 percent of respondents felt that the situation was good.
Teacher trainers were almost equally satisfied with the way in which previous work
experience was taken into account in selection procedures. Students’ views were
somewhat different: about 60% of them felt that previous work experience was
taken into account properly in selection procedures. Conversely, university teacher
trainers and students felt that dealing with multicultural issues, abilities to solve
conflicts, and prevention of exclusion were poorly implemented in pedagogical
studies. Students were more dissatisfied with elements concerning learning
difficulties and guidance skills compared with teacher trainers. Teacher trainers and
students in vocational teacher education and training felt that knowledge of the
learning process and achievement of planning and assessment skills were the best
implemented elements. Teacher trainers felt that the skills objective for curricular
design and the objectives of the pedagogical use of ICTs had been well implemented.
However, students were not quite so satisfied with the achievement of these
objectives. Prevention of learning difficulties, prevention of exclusion and dealing
with multicultural issues were considered by teacher trainers and students to be the
most poorly implemented elements of teacher education.
According to Jussila and Saari, (2000) the state and quality of teacher
education are either evaluated in connection with institution and field-specific
evaluations or through evaluations specifically focusing on teacher education.
INTRODUCTION MEHDINEZHAD
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Responsibility for such evaluations rests with the Higher Education Evaluation
Council. Evaluation was seen as a topic of general importance at Finnish universities
at that time. The previous evaluation of Finnish teacher education was carried out in
1992-94.
The evaluation in 1992-94 was ambitious and consisted of four phases: self-
evaluation of the departments of teacher education, site visits by the appointed
evaluation team to the departments, international evaluation and a national
evaluation seminar. The results were published in two reports (Kasvatusala kohti
tulevaisuutta, 1994; Buchberger et al, 1994). The first report emphasizes the
importance of preserving and further developing a university based teacher
education. The report accentuates the need of developing the curriculum, elaborating
on the criteria for the recruitment of student teachers, and further developing the
evaluation of teacher education. The international review team focused its report on
a number of problems: for instance, the need for improving the integration of
different elements constituting the content and structure of teacher education,
different problems concerning the relationship between subject studies and
educational studies for subject matter student teachers, and what is considered as a
proportionally low share of subjects like psychology and political science in teacher
education programs. In continuation, in 1998 the Finnish higher education evaluation
council appointed a committee to plan a re-evaluation of Finnish teacher education
during 1998-99 (Pro Memoria 10/6/1998). The aim was to evaluate how the results
of the previous evaluation (1992-94) have affected the development of teacher
education (Hansen, 1999).
The Ministry of Education (2001) document about evaluation and feedback
emphasizes that anticipation of teacher education and training needs and the
evaluation of university and polytechnic teacher training have indicated several
points where further development is needed and evaluations show that there are
clear differences in how the status and value of teacher training are perceived in
different universities and polytechnics. Some of them regard teacher training as an
important mission, others accord it a secondary status. Such valuations influence not
only resource allocation, but also the inclination to develop teacher training. They
also influence the recruitment base in admissions.
According to Niemi (2000, p. 8) although teacher education [in Finland] has
succeeded in many respects, there are still many problems which need to be taken
seriously. These needs are apparent between academic disciplines and educational
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departments, normal schools and teacher education departments, local schools and
university schools, teacher education institutions and local communities. Niemi also
says: “At the level of the person, we are concerned especially with matters to do
with the competence that makes a subject capable of speaking and acting that puts
him or her in a position to take part in the process of reaching understanding and
thereby to assert his own identity. In the research on evaluation of the effectiveness
of teacher education, the studies have not focused so much on the general
competencies which teachers may be assumed to have, but rather on teachers’ and
beginning teachers’ personal interpretation of what the teaching profession means to
them, and how they would like to develop as teachers. At this level, the studies have
focused very much on the initial and continuing processes of teachers’ professional
identities. If teaching is regarded as an ethical profession, the development of
teachers’ commitment and responsibility are important aims for teacher education”
(Niemi, 2000, p. 8).
Finnish teacher education has been evaluated many times over the past 15
years. These evaluations have proven useful in the efforts to develop teacher
education, and some issues are still under discussion. The results of these
evaluations have highlighted many strengths of teacher training in Finland. Class
teacher education is one of the most popular study programs available at Finnish
universities.
In direction of this mission, the effectiveness, importance and quality of
existing programs of the Departments of Teacher Education (in Turku and Rauma),
were evaluated. Without valid information about past and present program
effectiveness, it will be difficult for the faculty to examine, analyze and pursue
relevant programs for future graduates.
However, it is necessary answer to the question “how can valid evaluation
information about programs be found?” Is it enough to collect feedback from current
students or do we need feedback from graduates who already have work experience
in the field?
There has been renewed interest in teacher education evaluation. For
example, (Diez, 1998, pp. 2-3) provides information on how teacher education
programs can gather evidence of effectiveness and on the benefits of this process.
Diez describes the stories of several teacher preparation programs that undertook
reform by:
Clarifying the outcomes of their programs, developing performance
assessment processes to develop and document the development of
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student learning outcomes, developing strategies to involve faculty
across the institution and in P−12 schools in the reform effort, and
designing an evaluation plan to guide continuous improvement efforts.
Katz (1981) has responded to this question. Katz stresses the importance and
value of feedback through follow-up studies and referred to the NCATE standard as a
base for acceptable teacher education programs. She noted that according to
NCATE, “the maintenance of acceptable teacher education programs demands a
continuous process of the graduates of existing programs”. As well, The National
Council for the Accreditation of Teacher Education (1977, p. 10) and other agencies
urged educational institutions to conduct follow-up studies of their graduates.
Maintenance of acceptable teacher education programs demands a
continuous process of evaluation and modification of the graduates’
existing programs, as well as long-range planning. The faculty and
administrators in teacher education evaluate the results of their
programs not only through assessment of graduates, but also by
seeking reactions from persons involved in the certification,
employment, and supervision of its graduates.
According to Church (2001, p. 3) students/graduates feedback and evaluation
of provision are an essential part of the quality assurance process (QAP). It is a
crucial factor in ensuring and/or maintaining student satisfaction, and the QAP
highlights the need for dialogue between teaching teams and their students. “There
should be an evaluation of the effectiveness of the measures taken to maintain and
enhance the quality and standards of provision. Reviewers will be particularly
interested in the effectiveness of evaluation and use of quantitative data and
qualitative feedback in a strategy of enhancement and continuous improvement ’’.
Other authorities such as Felder et al (1981) gave their views on the role and
need of follow-up studies by pointing that schools, colleges and departments of
education must cope with the problems of evaluating their programs. According to
them, those evaluations should focus on finding out whether program graduates are
performing effectively on the job.
Thus, as a general rule, teacher education programs rely on graduates for a
continuous stream of information to improve programs. One area in which
information is sought is the perceptions of the extent to which programs have
provided the knowledge base and instructional skills that are essential for success in
teaching (Andrew, 1997; Baker & Andrew, 1993; Kochman, 1996; Pike, 1993; West,
1987). When responding to follow-up surveys, teachers who continue in their field
offer opinions regarding their preparation for teaching, make recommendations for
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improvement, and validate some or all of the current practices of the teacher
education institution from which they graduated.
1.3 Aims of the study
The aim of this study is to evaluate the quality, importance and effectiveness
of instruction received by students and graduates of Departments of Teacher
Education (in Turku and Rauma), at the Faculty of Education, University of Turku.
The study is also dealing with the validity of course and program evaluations: the
aim is to better understand how the evaluation of teacher education is dependent on
the different amount of work experience as a teacher. In addition the aim is to learn
more about how different professional orientations might influence teacher’s opinions
and expectations about quality teacher education. Results from this study can assist
institutions of teacher education in developing program evaluation methods.
2 A Review of Evaluation and Quality
Assurance Studies
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2.1 Students’ and Graduates’ Feedback
2.1.1 Students’ feedback and quality assurance
Student ratings are an old topic in higher education. More than one hundred
years have passed since students at the University of Washington filled out what
were arguably the first student rating forms (Guthrie, 1954). Almost as long a time
has passed since researchers at Purdue University published the first research
studies on student ratings (Remmers & Brandenburg, 1927). But student ratings are
not yet a stale topic. Teachers still talk about them, researchers still study them, and
most important, students still fill out the forms—millions of them every year—in
college classes throughout the countries (Kulik, 2001).
Marsh and Dunkin (1997) noted that the Education Resources Information
Center (ERIC) database contains over 1300 entries dealing with student ratings of
teaching performance. They suggest that the bulk of the research undertaken in this
area supported the continuing use of students’ ratings of teaching effectiveness as
well as advocating further scrutiny of the process.
According to Leckey and Neill (2001, p. 25) although quality assurance is
broader than students’ evaluations of teaching effectiveness, the collection of this
information is important for several reasons:
 it can be used as diagnostic feedback for academic staff to assist them in the
enhancement of the quality of their teaching performance,
 it can provide a measure of teaching effectiveness for use in administrative
decision-making;
 it can inform students and assist their decision-making when selecting a
course of study;
 it can be used to inform research on teaching
Student rating and feedback can be obtained in many ways other than through
the administration of formal questionnaires. These include casual comments made
inside or outside the classroom, meetings of staff–student committees and student
representation on institutional bodies, and good practice would encourage the use of
all these means to maintain and enhance the quality of teaching and learning in
higher education. However, surveys using formal instruments have two advantages:
they provide an opportunity to obtain feedback from the entire population of
students; and they document the experiences of the student population in a more or
less systematic way.
One could obtain student rating and feedback using open-ended
questionnaires. These might be particularly appropriate on programs in education,
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the humanities and the social sciences, where students are often encouraged to be
sceptical about the value of quantitative methods for understanding human
experience. Nevertheless, the burden of analyzing open-ended responses and other
qualitative data is immense, even with only a relatively modest sample. The process
of data analysis becomes quite intractable with larger samples unless there are a
limited number of response alternatives to each question that can be encoded in a
straightforward way. The use of quantitative inventories to obtain student feedback
has therefore been dictated by organizational constraints, particularly given the
increasing size of classes in higher education.
Most of the research evidence has been concerned with students’ perceptions
of the quality of the teaching that they receive or their more global perceptions of
the academic quality of their programs. Much less evidence has been concerned with
students’ level of satisfaction with the teaching that they receive or with their
programs in general. Consumer theory maintains that the difference between
consumers’ expectations and perceptions determines their level of satisfaction with
the quality of provision of a service. This assumption is embodied in American
instruments such as the Noel-Levitz Student Satisfaction Inventory and also in
Harvey’s (1997) student satisfaction methodology. (Indeed, one could, in principle,
modify the Course Experience Questionnaire (CEQ) to measure students’
expectations when embarking on a programme as well as their subsequent
perceptions of its academic quality.) This approach was extended by Narasimhan
(2001) to incorporate the expectations and perceptions of teachers in higher
education as well as those of their students (Richardson, 2005).
2.1.2 Validity and Reliability of Students’ and Graduates’ Feedback
Some of the early research, as well as some of the recent research, has
focused on the psychometric aspects associated with student evaluations of faculty.
Psychometric aspects of student evaluation have issues related to both reliability and
validity. Included within these different research streams addressing the reliability
and the validity of student ratings of faculty are controlled experiments and field
studies (Young et al, 1999).
Results from studies assessing the stability of classroom performance indicate
that evaluations of faculty provided by students are stable across considerable
periods of time. For example, Marsh and Overall (1981) had students (N = 1, 374)
evaluate faculty at the end of a course and evaluate the same faculty again one year
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later. These investigators found a median stability coefficient of 0.83 across 100
courses based on an interval of one year.
The validity of student ratings for classroom performance has also been
assessed from several perspectives. Unlike reliability which is a necessary but
insufficient condition for assessing student evaluations, validity focuses on the utility
of student evaluation. Validity assesses the degree to which student evaluations of
teaching performance in the classroom setting reflect actual teaching performance as
exhibited by a faculty member. To establish the validity of ratings for classroom
performance of instructors provided by students, such ratings must be related to
other criteria purported to measure teaching performance in the classroom setting.
Literature addressing the validity of student evaluations for assessing the classroom
performance of faculty has examined several criteria, both perceptual and objective
(Ibid, 1999).
Additional support for the stability of ratings comes from cross sectional
studies. In these studies, different cohorts of students provide the current-student
and alumni ratings. The cross-sectional design is weaker than a longitudinal design,
because the different cohorts of students base their ratings on different experiences
with a teacher. Feldman (1989c) reviewed results from six cross-sectional studies.
He found an average correlation coefficient of .69 between current-student and
alumni ratings. By Cohen’s standards (1977), this is a remarkably high correlation.
A review of empirical studies indicates that students' ratings can provide
reliable and valid information on the quality of courses and instruction. Such
information can be of use to academic departments in constructing normative data
for the evaluation of teaching and may aid the individual instructor in improving his
or her teaching effectiveness.
Numerous investigators reported acceptable stability and internal consistency of
ratings; responses apparently were not biased by a particular experience atypical of
a course. Research findings suggest that the criteria used by students in their ratings
of instructors had much more to do with the quality of the presentation of material
than with the entertainment value of the course per se. Such attributes as
preparedness, clarity, and stimulation of students' intellectual curiosity were typically
mentioned by students in describing their best instructors. Correlations between
course rating and grade received, when observed at all, tended to be small, and
several studies suggested that such correlations resulted from greater interest in the
course by the students receiving better grades, rather than from a "reward effect".
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Other correlates of student ratings which were noted were; majors tended to rate
courses more highly than non-majors in some cases; students required to take a
course sometimes rated it lower than those for whom it was an elective; upper class
students occasionally gave higher ratings than underclassmen; and experienced or
higher ranking instructors usually received higher ratings than did their less
experienced colleagues (Costin et al, 1973).
2.1.3 Uses of Rating Systems
In the past twenty years, the collection of student ratings of instructors and
courses has become the most common form of instructional evaluation in institutions
of higher education. Seldin (1993) reports that nearly all colleges and universities
collect and use student ratings of instruction. Student ratings are widely used by
faculty to improve their teaching and courses and by administrators to make
personnel and program decisions. During this period of time, hundreds of research
articles have been written discussing the “validity” of student ratings. Greenwald
(1997) summarizes this research by noting that “the validity of student rating
measures of instructional quality was severely questioned in the 1970s. By the early
1980s, however, most [experts] viewed student ratings as valid and as worthy of
widespread use”. Seldin’s surveys on teaching evaluation (1993a) show just how
widespread rating systems have become. About 29 percent of American colleges
reported using student ratings to evaluate teaching in Seldin’s 1973 survey, 68
percent of colleges reported using them in his 1983 survey, and 86 percent reported
using them in his 1993 survey. During recent years practically all finnish higher
education institutions collected abundant student feedback, but it is not always
systematically used in developing programs (Liuhanen, 2008).
Rating results are also being used today in more ways than ever before.
Colleges originally set up rating systems to serve two purposes: to help
administrators monitor teaching quality and to help teachers improve their teaching
(Guthrie, 1954). Today, ratings serve many purposes. Administrators and
administrative committees use ratings in hiring new faculty, in annual reviews of
current faculty, in promotion and tenure decisions, in school accreditation reviews, in
selecting faculty and graduate students for teaching awards and honors, and in
assigning teachers to courses. Faculty members use ratings when trying to improve
their teaching effectiveness, in documenting their effectiveness internally and
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externally, and in monitoring the performance of their graduate student assistants.
Graduate student instructors use ratings in developing their teaching skills and in
documenting these skills on job applications. Student groups use the ratings in
selecting courses and in selecting teachers for awards and honors.
Marsh (1984) states that the validity of student ratings has been sufficiently
well established that the focus of student evaluation research has shifted more
recently to methodological concerns and the study of specific background
characteristics which might harm validity. In continuation, Marsh (1987) concluded
that student ratings are clearly multidimensional, quite reliable, reasonably valid,
relatively uncontaminated by many variables often seen as sources of potential bias,
and are seen to be useful by students, faculty, and administrators. The literature
that has been published over the subsequent period has confirmed each of these
points and has also demonstrated that student ratings can provide important
evidence for research on teaching. The routine collection of students’ evaluations
does not in itself lead to any improvement in the quality of teaching (Kember et al,
2002). Nevertheless, feedback of this nature may help in the professional
development of individual teachers, particularly if it is supported by an appropriate
process of consultation and counseling (Roche & Marsh, 2002). Students’ evaluations
of teaching (SET) increase the use of systematically specific interventions aimed at
improving teaching (Hativa, 1996).
After about hundred years of research on the use of student evaluations of
programs effectiveness in educational institutes, it can safely be stated that the
majority of researchers believes that student ratings are a valid, reliable, and
worthwhile means of evaluating programs (for example, Centra, 1977, 1993; Cohen,
1981; Koon & Murray, 1995; Marsh, 1984; 1987; Marsh & Dunkin, 1992; McKeachie,
1990; Murray et al, 1990; Ramsden, 1991; Seldin, 1984; 1993). In fact, Marsh
(1987) contends that student evaluations are the only indicator of program
effectiveness whose validity has been thoroughly and rigorously established.
Further arguments supporting the use of student ratings include:
 Feedback from student ratings can help to improve instruction (Cohen, 1980;
Marsh & Roche, 1993; Menges, 1991; Overall & Marsh, 1979). However, we
note that some authors who are supportive of the use of student ratings
nonetheless argue that they alone will not automatically improve teaching and
sustain that improvement without other types of feedback (Seldin, 1989,
1993; Tiberius et al, 1989; Wilson, 1986). L'Hommedieu et al, (1990) argue
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that methodological weaknesses in existing studies generally attenuate rather
than exaggerate effects of feedback, i.e. the effect of feedback on teaching
improvement may be even greater than that posited in the literature.
 The use of student ratings increases the likelihood that excellence in teaching
will be recognized and rewarded (Aleamoni, 1981; McKeachie, 1979).
 Student ratings have been shown to be positively correlated with student
learning and achievement, i.e. students rate most highly those instructors
from whom they have learned the most (Aleamoni & Hexner, 1980; Centra,
1977; Cohen, 1981; McKeachie, 1990; Murray, et al, 1990). Nonetheless,
Deny (1979) and McCallum (1984) state that critics of student ratings cite the
fact that these correlations are only moderate (or widely varying) in arguing
against their validity.
 Students and faculty generally agree on what are the components of effective
teaching and their relative importance (Feldman, 1976b, 1988). This is used
to counter the view that students cannot accurately evaluate teaching
because students and faculty cannot agree on what constitutes good
teaching.
The best evidence of agreement between student and alumni ratings of
teachers comes from a longitudinal study by Overall and Marsh (1980). The fourteen
hundred students in this study filled out end-of-term evaluation forms in all the
courses they took during a three-year period. One year after the students graduated
and one to four years after the students completed these courses, the students again
filled out evaluation forms on their courses. The end-of-term ratings in one hundred
courses correlated .83 with the follow-up ratings, and the median rating at the two
times was nearly identical.
More generally, the published research literature leads one to the following
conclusions: (Richardson, 2005, pp. 409-410)
 Student feedback provides important evidence for assessing quality, it can be
used to support attempts to improve quality, and it can be useful to
prospective students.
 The use of quantitative instruments is dictated by organizational constraints
(and in distance education by geographical constraints, too).
 Feedback should be sought at the level at which one is endeavoring to
monitor quality.
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 The focus should be on students’ perceptions of key aspects of teaching or on
key aspects of the quality of their programs.
 Feedback should be collected as soon as possible after the relevant
educational activity.
 It is feasible to construct questionnaires with a very wide range of
applicability.
 Two groups are problematic: postgraduate research students and distance-
learning students. Curricular innovations might make it necessary to reword
or more radically amend existing instruments. In addition, any comparisons
among different course units or programs should take into account the
diversity of educational contexts and student populations.
 Response rates of 60 percent of more are both desirable and achievable for
students who have satisfactorily completed their course units or programs.
Response rates may well be lower for students who have failed or who have
withdrawn from their course units or programs.
 Many students and teachers believe that student feedback is useful and
informative, but many teachers and institutions do not take student feedback
sufficiently serious. The main issues are: the interpretation of feedback;
institutional reward structures; the publication of feedback; and a sense of
ownership of feedback on the part of both teachers and students.
In sum, the importance of student evaluation of instruction and instructors
cannot be overemphasized. A survey conducted in the early seventies by the
American Council on Education, and reported by Payne and Hobbs (1979), showed
that about 36 percent of the over 600 institutions included in the sample reported
that student ratings have provided information purposely for summative evaluation
at the departmental level. Another survey showed that about 86 percent of American
Association of Colleges for Teacher Education (AACTE) schools in the U.S. used
student ratings (Riggs, 1975) as a means of evaluating teaching. McKeachie (1969a,
1969b) indicates that evaluations by students, the consumers of the instruction,
provide the best criteria of teaching quality. Research studies indicate that rating
feedback helps teachers improve their teaching performance. The studies also
suggest that student feedback is especially useful when rating results are coupled
with consultation on improvement strategies.
Higher education students, as consumers of the educational process, provide
feedback to instructors and to professors about course content and classroom
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behavior at the conclusion of the course. It is hoped that this feedback, as provided
by students, is used by instructors and professors to shape future instructional
efforts in the classroom setting.
In fact, it has been stated that the most frequently utilized method for
evaluating teaching performance is systematic student ratings (O'Hanlon &
Mortensen, 1980). It has been found to be most frequently used over other
evaluation methods such as peer evaluation, evaluation by administrators and self-
evaluation. Feedback from student evaluations should lead to the improvement of
instructional quality as reflected in either subsequent student evaluations or course
performance.
2.2 What do the studies tell us about students’ and graduates’
feedback?
Before answering this question, it is important to answer some sub-questions,
e.g. how can rate the educational institutes’ programs? In what “areas” do they use
students/graduates’ ratings? What are the “purposes” of using students/graduates’
ratings? The level of general ratings as such is not very interesting and can not be
compared with other studies or the results of this study because populations,
institutions and measurement instruments are different. In spite of that, the previous
studies provide us with interesting information about how students have emphasized
and evaluated different aspects of teacher training programs.
According to Ayres (1989) 75 percent of teacher education programs use
follow-up surveys to get an indication of student satisfaction, program quality and
skill perception. Ingersoll and Kinman's findings (2002) suggest the usefulness of
students/alumni [follow-up] surveys in identifying factors related to intention to
continue teaching. In that study, student teachers’ perceived knowledge and ability
predicted their certainty of plans to teach in the future. Scores on scales of teaching
skills, classroom management skills, knowledge of children, and technology skills
were all highest among respondents who indicated a strong intention to teach.
These studies show that students’ evaluations about their teacher education
programs do not reflect only the quality of these programs but also the motives and
future plans of the students. However, graduates’ evaluations and satisfaction with
their academic studies, and their goals and expectations for the future provide
valuable information to faculty and administrators in maintaining and enhancing the
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quality of students’ education at an institution. These studies also provide the
mechanism to ascertain the development of broad academic and nonacademic skills
that students are expected to possess by the end of their studies at the universities.
In addition to identifying strengths and weaknesses of a program, Follow-up surveys
serve to identify which aspects of a program are related to satisfaction and perceived
teaching competence.
Mostly, students/graduates’ ratings are about the quality, effectiveness and
sometimes the importance of the programs (e.g. Konyar, Nov.2001; Lonsway, 2001;
Shields, 2001; CPCC Department of Planning & Research, 2001; Schissel, & Nelson,
2000; Krahn, & Sorensen, 1999; VCU Institutional research and Evaluation, 2001;
MU Department of Education Opinion Poll, 1995; UH Office of vice president for
planning & policy, 2001; Baylis, 1997; OCC Office of Institutional Research &
Planning, 2002; MUR Academic Assessment, 1998; The Central Washington
University, 1997; Tri-UTC The Institutional Effectiveness Assessments, 1999, 2000,
2001, & 2002; SMSU Office of Institutional Research, 2001; Moore, 2002; BGSU The
Office of Institutional Research, 2002; SUU The Office of Institutional Research,
Oct.2000; UMD Department of Education, 2002; UG Department of Science
Education, Nov.2000; SUNJ The Office of Institutional Research & Academic
Planning, 1997; Eslami, 2001; Provost, 1998; Grayson, 2000).
Several studies have pointed out that students rate higher the importance of
teacher education programs, for example Rice (2003) indicated that teacher
coursework in both the subject area taught and pedagogy contributes to positive
education outcomes. Laczko-Kerr and Berliner (2002), after reviewing several
studies related to the importance of teacher education programs, reported that
traditionally certified teachers teaching in their area of certification outperform both
certified teachers teaching out-of-field and alternatively certified teachers. Related to
this, Margaret Mead once said that the most extraordinary thing about a really good
teacher is that he or she transcends accepted educational methods (Maricopa Center
for Learning and Instruction, 2005). A recent study (Allen, 2003) reviewed 92
studies looking for the most effective strategies for educating and training the
nation’s teachers. Their study attempted to answer eight questions on teacher
preparation. The report refers to the thinness of research available to support
various points of view. They pointed out that the issue of teacher preparation calls
for more and better research.
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With regard to students/graduates’ ratings of the importance of teacher
education programs, researches (NCTAF, 1996 and 2003; Bean & Vesper, 1994;
Peutherer, 2001; Jernigan & Langer, 1997; Nelson et al, 1994; Garza, 2000;
Greenwald et al, 1996; Abernathy, Forsyth, & Mitchell, 2001; Grosso de Leon, 2001;
Reynolds, 1992; Jegede, Taplin & Chan, 2000; Borko & Putnam, 1995; Glaser, 1987;
Darling-Hammond, 1997) have identified positive feedback and relatively low
variation between the programs. This raises the question whether these evaluation
studies really describe the quality of the programs, or if they also refer to general
patterns students use in answering this evaluation questionnaire. For example,
Murray and Porter (1996) addressed the importance of educational programs, e.g.
subject content knowledge, and pedagogical knowledge for educators. Or Schulman
(1987), in his study of a knowledge base for educators, identified seven broad
categories of knowledge that constitute the major components of the knowledge
base for a classroom teacher, and therefore, are necessary for successful, reflective
practice. They include content knowledge; general pedagogical knowledge;
curriculum knowledge; pedagogical content knowledge; knowledge of learners and
their characteristics; knowledge of educational contexts; and knowledge of
educational ends, purposes, and values, and their philosophical, social, political and
historical grounds.
Quality and effectiveness assessment systems in higher education, like teacher
education institutes, usually serve two major purposes. On the one hand they aim to
improve the quality of teaching and learning. On the other hand they provide
accountability to the outside world regarding the quality of the teaching activities and
the use of the resources provided to this end (Hulpiau, 2001). For many evaluation
activities, graduates are the most knowledgeable sources concerning actual course
and program operations. Using graduates in the evaluation process and
implementing the outcomes in the curriculum are some of the ways that
departments can attempt to be more in tune with students’ needs, wants, and
concerns.
The perception of graduates’ evaluations and satisfaction of their academic
studies, and their goals and expectations for the future, provide valuable information
to faculty and administrators for maintaining and enhancing the quality of students’
education at an institution. As pointed out, follow-up studies are becoming more of
an essential part of the evaluation of teacher education programs (Brian et al, 2004;
Lerer et al, 2002; Kalb, 1999; Dalldorf, 2003; Miller and Wolosyk, 2002; Zelazek et
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al, 1998; Plucker et al, 2004; Delaney, 1995; Flowers, 2002; Smoot, 2003; Taylor,
2004; Donovan, 20001; Rohn, 2005; Peutherer, 2001; Carabajal, 1999; Schissel,
Zong, & Nelson, 2000; Bickerton & others, 2001; De Wolf, 1980; Jernigan & Langer,
1997; Walleri, 1981; Nelson et al, 1994; Polland, 2002; Garza, 2000; Valker &
Branch, 1999; Schmitz, 1981; Shields, 2002; Wild, 2001).
there are several studies about the effectiveness of teacher education
programs in perpetrating graduates to function as an educator in his/her job
(Darling-Hammond, 1997; Jakku-Sihvonen, 2002; Saari, 2003; Brian et al, 2004;
Bickert0n et al, 2001, 2004; Lerer et al, 2002; Zelazek et al, 1998; Flowers, 2002;
Smoot, 2003; Donovan, 20001; Taylor, 2004; UMD Department of Education, 2002
NCTAF, 1996, 2003) have done studies. Some researcher (e.g. Grosso de Leon,
2001; Reynolds, 1992; Jegede, Taplin & Chan, 2000; Borko & Putnam, 1995; Glaser,
1987) have proposed different kinds of skills, knowledge, dispositions, and values in
which effective teachers must be proficient through the use of students/graduates’
feedback. They include: knowledge of learning environments and instructional
strategies; classroom management; knowledge of learners and learning; subject
matter knowledge; pedagogical content-knowledge; knowledge of instructional
strategies and representations; knowledge of curriculum and curricular materials;
and knowledge and skills on how to implement technology in the curriculum. For
example, in another study, Zelazek et al (1998) asked the teacher education
graduates at the Missouri State University to reply to “how would you rate your
preparation to teach in culturally diverse settings?” Of 345 graduates, 146 of them
rated effectiveness of teacher education programs in their preparation to teach as
excellent and good. In the spring of 2001 the Department of Education (2001) at
Gallaudet University distributed the department of education teacher preparation
programs graduate survey. A part of this survey asked the respondents to rate the
programmatic resources provided during the teacher preparation program: faculty
quality; practical experiences; and content of the instruction. The results of this
study showed that in all of the categories, over half (53% to 83%) of all respondents
believed that programmatic resources were effective. Flowers (2002) authorized a
follow-up study of all College of Education programs completers. One of the
objectives of the surveys was to determine, “how program completers rated their
own preparation?” The questionnaires focused on how well the program completers
were prepared in: knowledge of subject matter; knowledge of instructional
strategies, including technology; considering the school/family/community context
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and the prior experiences of students in making educational decisions; and the
appropriate use of assessment in measuring student learning outcomes. This survey
also studied some variables e.g. professional and ethical work; information
management and evaluation; curriculum, instruction, and learning environments;
professional development; and technology and information systems. The results
showed that College of Education programs in preparation of graduates were
strongly effective and the graduates were satisfied.
Taylor (2004) has done a study to determine perspectives of teacher
education graduates about their cooperating teachers during preservice placements.
Discovering how graduates of a teacher education program perceived their
cooperating teachers with regard to the attributes of leadership, diversity,
collaborating, reflecting (and thinking critically), and remaining a learner for life .
The major finding of this study was the high, positive responses that preservice
teachers gave to the evaluation of their cooperating teachers. The entire group of
preservice teachers and all subgroups of these indicated that they perceived their
cooperating teachers positively.
One of most complete studies of the effectiveness of teacher education
programs is a survey of British Columbia teacher education graduates by Bickerton
et al (2004). The School of Teacher Education believes that teachers need to be
widely educated and to be knowledgeable in the content areas of the curriculum.
Courses that prepare teachers in curriculum content areas are typically found within
a degree program in an academic faculty. The School of Teacher Education also
believes that teachers need professional preparation that provides them with
knowledge of the theoretical grounding and foundational aspects of education, the
methodological and pedagogical basis of education, and the practice of teaching. This
survey has tried to cover almost all knowledge, skills, and abilities related to
teachers. The findings showed that British Colombia teacher education programs
were effective in preparing graduates for working in the real world.
The researchers have done many studies of students/graduates’ ratings of the
quality of teacher education programs (Jakku-Sihvonen, 2002; Saari, 2003; Brian et
al, 2004; Miller & Wolosyk, 2002; Flowers, 2002; Smoot, 2003; Rohn, 2005;
Silverman, 2001; Bickert0n et al, 2001; SUU Office of Institutional Research, 2000;
Craig, 2002 & 2003). For example, in order to study quality of education in a
program, Lerer et al (2002) surveyed Adelphi students who graduated during the
1999-2000 academic year. Some student variables that have evaluated in this study
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were: use of new technology; research skills; ability to work in teams; ethics and
integrity; knowledge of a particular discipline; and decision-making abilities. This
study also considered some moderator variables like Adelphi degree, sex, marital
and job status. The results showed quite positive evaluations of these aspects of the
program.
Plucker et al (2004) at Indiana University Bloomington School of Education,
tried to answer three questions: What is the teaching status of the IUB teacher
education programs? How well do those graduates who are currently teaching feel
their IUB program prepared them for that work? According to those graduates who
are currently teaching, what were the strengths and weaknesses of their IUB teacher
education program? The graduates reported feeling well-prepared by their IUB
teacher education program. Graduates report being most satisfied with: a) learning
the content necessary to teach effectively in their subject area and b) the positive
overall learning environment of their IUB undergraduate program. Practical
experience in the classroom was cited as a critical aspect of teacher preparation. In
this direction Smoot (2003) investigated the status and attitudes of graduates from
the field-based programs of the John H. Lounsbury School of Education of Georgia
College and State University who were teaching in partner and professional
development schools. Ratings of various aspects of teaching ability were similar to
those from student exit surveys. The kind and amount of new teacher orientation
they had received varied greatly from school to school.
A follow-up study of the year 2000 graduating class of the Southern Utah
University was conducted by the SUU Office of Institutional Research (2000). The
main purpose of this study was to identify the strengths and weaknesses of
programs. The areas of high quality were: class size, availability of faculty for office
appointments, quality of program of study, library services, quality of academic
advising, and variety of courses offered. The area of lowest quality was the practical
work experiences offered in areas related to the major. Finally, UMD Department of
Education (2002) at the University of Minnesota, Duluth, asked the graduates to
provide some specific evaluations of their experience in UMD’s teacher education
program. Graduates evaluated their experience in UMD’s teacher education program
at the level of 3.7 (near to very good) out of 5.
Despite calls for higher education institutions to “mandate a campus-wide
review of the quality of their institutions’ teacher education programs” (American
Council on Education, 1999), and acknowledged benefits of program evaluation
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(Murray, 2000), evaluation of teacher preparation is often limited in scope and done
primarily to satisfy accreditation requirements (Thomas & Loadman, 2001). Further,
even if institutions collect and analyze such data, they often fail to use the data to
make program improvements. Thomas and Loadman (2001) call on teacher
education programs to collect quantitative and qualitative data on their graduates’
teaching knowledge and skills and to develop scenarios that describe characteristics
of programs that are effective and positively affect teaching and teacher education.
This study explores the extent to which the selected programs answer Thomas and
Loadman’s call and adds to the limited knowledge base about how teacher education
institutions collect, analyze, and use data to monitor and improve the effectiveness
of their programs.
In sum, a review on past studies show that follow-up studies are beneficial to
colleges and universities to find out what they are doing right and what they are
doing wrong, since feedback opens up new channels of communications between the
students, graduates, faculty, and the administrators (Raivola, 1992; Niemi & Tirri,
1996; Hort, 2002; Church, 2001; Yap et al, 2000; Ryan, 1975; Felder, Hollis, &
Houston, 1981; NCATE, 1977). In this connection, follow-up is a key to improving
teacher education programs and for providing the needed feedback for program
development, as Farr (1997, p. 107) says that the improvement of teacher education
programs depends upon feedback from graduates regarding their experiences in
real-world teaching environments”. The findings of this follow-up appear to support
the idea that feedback is crucial to learning. Therefore, appropriate feedback can be
one of the likely reasons why the quality of teacher education programs was "as
good and as excellent" as it was.
2.3 The Comparison of Preservice and Inservice Experiences
What are preservice and inservice (work) experiences? And is there any
correlation between student’s ratings [with preservice experiences] and teachers’
ratings [with work experiences] of the programs?
Documentation of preservice experiences is further divided into the three
components: (a) entrance experiences, (b) mid -program experiences, and (c)
culminating experiences. Data to be collected during the entrance experiences
come from three general sources. The first source, one which is especially
important during the first year of college, is the student's perceptions of init ia l
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contact with teaching. A second source is a set of ratings or narrative
comments. This source is especially attractive if the freshman year includes field
experiences, because not only is the information free, but supervisors can
provide intimate first-hand information about future reactions to actual school
settings. Finally, a psychological history is taken on the student.
There are two components of documentation of inservice experiences. They
deal with the manner and nature of documentation. Data for the first component
are gathered entirely via written questionnaires sent to the previous year's
graduates. Much of the information pertains to demographic and contextual
variables that serve to describe the educational settings in which beginning
teachers find themselves (e.g., educational placement offices, library-media center
availabil ity and usefulness, inservice opportunities, etc.). While these items usually
are not considered as important as other facets that are more closely related to the
professional preparation program, they are necessary services which are meant to
aid program graduates. Thus, the degree of their success should be evaluated (De
Voss, & Hawk, 1983).
Graduates' responses to questions of inservice experiences provide teacher
educators with a clearer picture of what happens to a substantial number of their
students after they leave teacher training. Because a significant proportion of
graduates continue to choose professions other than teaching, programs should
have the data about this group from which to make programmatic decisions. Even
better, if these students could be identified early in their professional preparation,
modifications to programs could be made in order to better equip these future
nonteachers to deal with various professional alternatives. In the authors' opinions,
although the use of questionnaires in fol low-up studies is often derogated
(Gupser, 1981), the survey design is an essential part of every follow-up program
and cannot be replaced by any data-gathering procedure which is as inexpensive
and practical. The only caveat is that a questionnaire must not be used as the
sole means of data collection. Embedded in a design such as the one presented
here, it is an invaluable component. (Ibid, 1983)
Another important component of this part involves interviewing and
observing inservice teachers. Information obtained from these two sources
provides a final validation of program adequacy, since behaviors or concerns
evidenced by teachers can be compared to their profiles. Interviews and
observation can be interrelated. Structured interviews can provide researchers
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with a basic concept of a specific inservice teacher's teaching intentions, that
is, what he or she feels is important and thus stresses while teaching.
Observation systems can then be designed that compare the inservice teacher's
teaching intentions to what actually occurs in the classroom, and to those
behaviors observed during teaching training. The other crucial comparisons are
between the intentions of an inservice teacher and the teacher behaviors
desired by his or her mentors. The outcome of this process is one of greater
awareness of the alignment between program and practice in the field. The final
phase of this alternative model, longitudinal studies, is concerned with
collect ing data on inservice teachers over a period of several years after they
enter the teaching profession. As previous follow-up findings are revealed they
should be plugged into this phase in an effort to aid teacher educators in
making informed decisions based on sound, longitudinal conclusions (De Voss, &
Hawk, 1983).
Several studies have attempted to assess the relationship between student
ratings and alumni ratings across courses. Researchers have shown that there is a
positive correlation between students’ and graduates’ ratings (Centra, 1974, 1979;
Feldman, 1989; Howard et al, 1985; McKeachie, 1979; Overall & Marsh, 1980). For
example, Drucker and Remmers (1951) compared alumni and students' average
ratings of programs and found positive correlations between .40 and .68 on 10
characteristics. These average ratings were similar for 6 of 10 items; ratings were
significantly lower (p<.01) on one item. Centra (1973) updated and expanded
research in this area. The rank correlation for the student-alumni responses was .75
(p<.05). Marsh (1977) obtained similarly positive findings in a related study focusing
on graduating seniors. Marsh and Overall (1980) showed that students’ rat ings of
instructional effectiveness are similar with graduates’ rat ings.
This runs counter to the argument by critics of student ratings that long after
graduation, students with the benefit of additional years of wisdom, will hold a
different view of an instructor (particularly one who is demanding) than at the time
they were enrolled in that instructor's course, a view which is still commonly held
(Wachtel, 1994). However, it is noted that Braskamp and Ory (1994) feel that it
maybe useful to collect alumni ratings anyway.
And finally, do graduates’ perceptions change with work experiences? Some
researchers e.g. Feldman (1983) and Marsh and Hocevar (1991) have indicated that
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the mean scores of student evaluation of teaching effectiveness [programs] do not
change with experience.
In sum, quality assessment systems in higher education usually serve two
major purposes. On the one hand they aim at improving the quality of teaching and
learning. On the other hand they provide accountability to the outside world
regarding the quality of the teaching activities and the use of the resources provided
to this end (Hulpiau, 2001).
For many evaluation activities, students and graduates are the most
knowledgeable sources concerning actual course and program operations. Students
and graduates had more contact time with faculty and support personnel than other
groups and are able to make valid judgments about program facilities, equipment,
and other support systems. On the other hand, students do not necessarily have
adequate knowledge about the conditions and demands of the professional activity
as a basis for program evaluation. However, using both students and graduates in
the evaluation process and implementing the outcomes in the curriculum are one of
the ways that departments can attempt to be more in tune with students’ needs,
wants, and concerns. The anticipated outcome of such a follow up study is to identify
opportunities for program, by examining its strengths and weaknesses, to determine
the overall quality of the program and providing recommendations for improvement
(Eslami, 2001).
Finally, in recent years, it seems that instructional institutes have succeed to
fulfilling their roles properly through the exploitation of the research results,
especially follow-up studies.
2.4 Reflective and Routine Actions for Teachers
Theoretically we can assume that it is not only the amount of teaching
experience but also a more general orientation to teacher work which influence of
teachers’ evaluations about their pre-service training.
The activities of teaching are quite varied. The teacher activities involved in
preparation, planning, and evaluation can also be related to expertise as it is
discussed by Bereiter and Scardamalia (1993). There are two kinds of activities -
reflective action and routine action – of a teaching job.
The distinction between reflective action and routine action is one that
respects teachers as professionals whose technical expertise goes beyond the
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application of pedagogical treatments. Understanding this distinction can help
teachers to penetrate the superficial agreement that can come too quickly and easily
when, in either preservice or inservice, teachers are asked about their use of
reflective practice. One current writer, in fact, characterizes routine action and its
reliance on thinking about methods in absence of context as “magical” because of
the powers ascribed to their use (Bartolome, 1994). The well-intentioned frenzy for
identifying more and better ways of doing things, he says, constitutes a “methods
fetish”, and Lilia Bartolome agrees with Donaldo Macedo (1994) that an anti-
methods pedagogy is more likely to encourage critical (or reflective) action. Deway
(1933, p. 9) made this same distinction and likened routine action to the stream of
consciousness that accompanies everyday experience, in which the ends are taken
for granted but the means for getting to those ends may be problematic (the goal or
desired outcome of this routine action is unexamined and any procedural deviation
can be tinkered with to improve the likelihood of the desired end). Reflective action,
on the other hand, entails “active, persistent, and careful consideration of any belief
or supposed form of knowledge in the light of the grounds that support it and the
further conclusions to which it leads”. In this sense, reflection is not a point of view
but rather a process of deliberative examination of the interrelationship of ends,
means, and contexts.
Deliberate practice is defined as the amount of time one spends in attempting
to improve their performance. Simply performing the act is not deliberate practice;
deliberate attempting to push one self further is. The theory of deliberate practice
(Ericsson et al., 1993) extends Simon and Chase's work by suggesting that it was
not simply training of any type, but engagement in “deliberate practice” that is
necessary for the attainment of expertise. According to Ericsson et al. (1993),
deliberate practice activities are forms of training that are not intrinsically
motivating, require high levels of effort and attention, and do not lead to immediate
social or financial rewards. Under deliberate practice conditions, experts develop
specific skills that are required by their domain under conditions of high effort and
concentration. The authors suggest that by continually modifying training activities
so that optimal amounts of effort and concentration are required, future experts
maximize physiological and cognitive adaptations.
Reflective teaching approaches to professional tra ining and development
have been associated with notions of growth through criti cal inquiry, analysis,
and sel f-directed evaluation, and have sometimes been distinguished from
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behavioral skills or craft apprenticeship approaches which, in contrast,
emphas ize the acquisit ion of pre -determined classroom practices (Zeichner,
1983; May & Zimpher, 1985). This captures a mechanism that may be manifest in
activity that does not resemble what we commonly think of as training activity. In
many professions, performers “practice” by engaging in repetitive activity designed
to improve specific aspects of performance. These performers frequently practice
under the direction of an experienced coach or trainer who helps them monitor
progress and provides immediate feedback. At the foundation of the notion of
deliberate practice, however, is the fact that deliberate practice refers to activity that
provides optimal opportunity for learning and skill acquisition (Ericsson & Charness,
1994). It is possible that activities may look very different across domains yet serve
this same purpose.
2.4.1 Implications of "Reflective Teaching" for Teacher Education
Not surprisingly, different concept ions of reflective teaching form the
basis for varied and sometimes quite contrasting teacher education practices. For
example, in the case of school experience, Schon's notion of reflection-in-action has
been used to support the importance of coaching, emphasizing the need for
early experience in schools and discussions between teacher and student
teacher about teaching (Furlong & Hirst, 1987; Russell, 1988). Critical science
notions of reflection, on the other hand, have been used to justify the avoidance of
early experience in school: exposure to the craft knowledge of the teacher is
viewed in terms of its conservative effects, initiating the student teacher into
taken-for-granted rout ines. Indeed, it has been recommended that student
teachers build up critica l skills, and an understanding of the context in which
teachers’ work, well before approaching the teaching task (e.g., Goodman, 1985).
Similar ly, different concep tions of the nature of reflection and its function in
professional learning have led to student teachers' thinking being directed to
alternative areas. In some reflective teacher education courses, student
teachers' reflection is deliberately focused on themselves, their own beliefs and
personalit ies and how these inform their classroom practice (e.g., Handal &
Lauvas, 1987), or on the relation of their own action to educational goals
(Erdman, 1983). In others, it is focused away from themselves towards the context
in which they operate and the values implic it within it (Beyer, 1984).
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Reflective teacher education courses have occasionally been informed by
quite complex models of reflection. Zeichner and Liston (1987), for instance,
describe a pragmatic and eclectic approach to the design of such a course,
drawing upon Dewey's notion of reflect ive action and Van Manen's notions of
levels of reflection, together with some ideas from critical science. They aim to
provide a form of teacher education which enables teachers to develop technical
competence but also to be able to analyze their practice, become aware of the
ethical and moral assumptions within it, and be able to direct their own professional
growth as well as the development of the educational environment in which they
work.
Russell (1988), having carried out a series of case studies of student and
experienced teachers, suggests that the early stages of learning to teach are
generally characterized by the mastery of classroom routines, and it may only
be after achieving a basic mastery and a sense of comfort with their own practice
that students are able to reflect upon their work, examining it in the light of
their more abstract and theoretical knowledge about teaching. Ref lection, in
the general sense of an appraisal of one's own work, may require not only the
possession of certain knowledge, critical skil ls, and a way of conceptualizing
one's own learning as a reflective process, but also a basic practical com -
petence together with some degree of self -confidence.
Clearly, teachers possess various areas of knowledge about pupils, the
curr iculum, teaching strategies, and educational aims which are drawn upon in
the development of plans for teaching (Shulman, 1986; Wilson, Shulman, &
Richert, 1987). However, the knowledge that more directly informs practice has
been considered to be more relevant and suitable for meeting the demands of
teachers in the practical and real situations of the work. This knowledge, which is
generally referred to as practical knowledge includes such concepts as belief
systems, implicit theories, schema, images, rules of practice, and scripts. Teachers in
this study suggested that practical knowledge has a very critical role in managing
their moral and practical problems in the classroom.
Learning to teach is a field of inquiry in research on teaching and teacher
education. This important field has primarily focused on the process of teacher
professional development from inside. In other words, it addresses how teachers
develop their knowledge of how to teach. The main idea in this field of inquiry is to
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insist on the fact that most of teacher professional learning happens in the work
while they teaching.
Frequently in teacher education we seem to present student teachers with
tasks which they in fact lack the appropriate skills and knowledge to complete, and
which provide minimal learning opportunities, resulting in students' devaluing and
losing interest in their professional preparation. For instance, in initial periods of
classroom observation, student teachers often have difficulty cueing in to classroom
processes (Copeland, 1981; Calderhead, 1984, 1988). They lack the concepts with
which to perceive what is going on in classrooms. They lack knowledge about
teachers' and children's intentions and behavior, knowledge about the curr iculum
and classroom working procedures, and need guid ance to learn to discriminate the
noise and activity of classroom life. As a conclusion, from a deliberative or reflective
perspective, the formal knowledge or other trainings of a teacher education program,
even though they provide a basic knowledge to start the work of teaching, they are
not sufficient in meeting the demands of situational appreciation of classroom life.
Practical knowledge, which teachers develop as a result of their experiences and
reflection on them, inform and guide the more practical or changeable pedagogical
events in the context of teaching. Such knowledge is a direct outcome of teachers’
reflection and professional deliberation.
It can be assumed that teachers who see the teacher profession in terms of
routine practice do expect that pre-service education should focus on training of
concrete practices in real school context. On the other hand, teachers who see that
teacher expertise is more dynamic and requires continuous development through
deliberate practice expect that the main task of pre-service education is to provide
them with conceptual tools and reflection skill needed for continuous learning in
various situations.
3 Criteria for Evaluation: What Do
Teachers Need to Learn in the
Teacher Education?
.
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3.1 Introduction
When developing tools for evaluation of teacher education programs, it is
crucial to know what are the adequate dimensions the evaluation instruments
should cover. In other words: How we can describe a competent teacher? In the
literature we can find numerous attempts to describe what competences teacher
education programs should produce. Teacher competence is defined as the ability
of a teacher to deal adequately with the demands of the teaching profession using
an integrated set of knowledge, skills and attitudes as manifested in both the
performance of the teacher and reflection on his or her performance, In other
words, professional competences are the systems of knowledge, skills, abilities
and motivational disposition which provide the effective realization of the
professional teaching activities. Different authors (for example, Grosso de Leon,
2001; Reynolds, 1992; Jegede, Taplin & Chan, 2000; Borko & Putnam, 1995;
Glaser, 1987; Murray & Porter, 1996; Schulman, 1987; Darling-Hammond, 1997;
NCTAF, 1996, 2003; NCES, 2000d; Mitchell, 2001; Hermann, 2002; Costa, 1985;
Keating, 1988; Rosenthal & Ogden, 1998; Räsänen & Sunnari, 2000; Brusling,
2005; Haynes, 1998; Hostetler, 1997; Lovat, 1981; Bjekic, 2007) have proposed
different kinds of skills, knowledge, dispositions, and values in which effective
teachers must be proficient. They include: communication competences; thinking
critically; attention ethics; knowledge of curriculum and curricular materials;
knowledge of instructional strategies and representations (roles); evaluation of
learning or assessment; professional development; subject matters knowledge;
knowledge of learning environments and Knowledge and skills on how to
implement technology in the curriculum.
In this direction, the Finland Ministry of Education (2001, pp. 2-8)) has
submitted a “Development Program Teacher Education” considering changing and
expectable needs of/for teacher education. Increasing the quality of pedagogical
studies in teacher education, especially in secondary level teacher education, is
one of the priorities for reform. In this part of the program, one can find a
proposal for a core curriculum of teacher education studies comprised of the
following issues:
1. Educational institutions are faced with a situation where they must be capable
of renewal, discussion and problem-solving [critical thinking]. The procedures
used to this end are reflected as a model in the learner's day-to-day work.
Future teaching will entail an ability to influence actively the work community
and to make decisions. A sense of being part of a community is the key to
preventing teacher burn-out.
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2. Teaching is a human relations profession, in which encounters and interaction
are at the very core of daily work. The teacher needs the ability to enter into
dialogue with students, parents, local business and industry and
organizations. This derives from teacher education, which must focus on
developing interpersonal, interaction and “communication skills”.
3. Prospective teachers must gain an awareness of the “ethical” responsibility
intrinsic to the teaching profession not only in theory but also through
experience. In other word teachers should pay attention to ethics.
4. For the development of lifelong learning it is essential that teachers share and
internalize a common idea of teaching. Teachers specializing in different forms
of education must have a sufficient common background of shared
experiences in order to be able to cooperate across institutional borders,
especially in the “curriculum and instruction”. This is particularly important in
the nodes of education, in curriculum design and growing mobility.
5. “The role of teacher” and good teaching isn’t hidden for anybody. The Ministry
of Education and universities will clarify the role of teacher education in the
target outcome agreements. They will also assess the appropriateness of
university core funding model for teacher education.
6. The teachers should be able to assess their work, teaching and learning
activities; in other words they should learn “assessment skills”.
7. One of the most important principles underpinning the teaching profession is
“continuing professional development”. Development as a teacher must be
seen as a gradual process of studying, teaching and continuing professional
education. The changes in the teaching profession necessitate up-to-date and
constantly developing teaching skills. Teachers themselves must be willing to
renew and to assume responsibility for developing their own work. In-service
training is, in fact, a duty for all teachers in Finland. For the educational
institution, it is important that staff development is carefully planned and
linked to institutional development. This requires individual and institutional
training plans and the possibility of requiring that teachers develop their own
professional skills. In-service training is an important factor in preventing
burn-out.
8. Apart from knowledge relating to learning and teaching, the teacher must also
master educational content and have a “conception of how subjects”,
vocations or vocational skills are learned. Teaching and guidance at different
levels differ in some respects. The teacher must understand these differences
in order to be able to perform his or her duties successfully. Teaching
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competence combines solid content knowledge with teaching and guidance
skills.
9. Important partners in future “learning environments” will be experts, business
enterprises and organizations, as well as students and teachers in other
educational institutions. Learning environments will also keep opening up
internationally. The learning community will be increasingly virtual, and
teaching will be partly given via information networks. The opportunities
inherent in IT must not, however, alone determine the course of education,
which must have a solid basis in pedagogy and equal opportunity. Technology
makes it possible to use several different learning methods and to
differentiate content, which will allow learners' different needs and learning
capacities to be taken into account. This requires varied learning support and
guidance.
10. The educational “use of IT” must form part of all teachers' initial and further
training. It must also include ethical and social points of view. The training
arrangements in continuing professional education in particular must take into
account that in regards to educational use of ICT, institutional development is
a communal learning process. More explanations about the above issues are
following.
The above description of the challenges of teacher education is used as the
basis for the empirical analysis of this study. In the following chapters these
criteria are elaborated further.
3.2 Criteria for Evaluation
3.2.1 Critical Thinking
Critical thinking is an important and vital topic in modern education. In
general, "critical thinking" is a mental activity of evaluating arguments or
propositions and making judgments that can guide the development of beliefs
and taking action. Kraak (2000, p. 51) says that critical thinking is "an important,
perhaps the most important of all present time educational tasks". Over the past
decades, the focus of education has changed from curricular content to curricular
outcomes, with a major emphasis on helping students learn to think critically and
also results indicated a critical thinking program that emphasizes the teaching of
thinking as a separate skill enhanced the students’ ability to make judgments and
support opinions (Edman, 1996; Fisher & Scriven, 1997; Klaczynski, Gordon &
Fauth, 1997; Halpern, 1998; Tucker, 1996). By 1995, most colleges and
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universities had included critical thinking (CT) skills as an important educational
objective in their goal statements, and many accrediting agencies included
measurable gains in critical thinking skills in their accreditation criteria (Facione &
Facione, 1995; Siegel, 1988; Ennis, 1987; Garrison, 1991). Lipman, (1985)
proposed that good thinking involves creative thinking as well as critical thinking.
The ability to think critically is a never-ending process and, as with many skills
areas, to become a proficient critical thinker, an educator must practice the skill
of critical thinking. Therefore, teachers must model critical thinking for students
and provide numerous opportunities for students to engage in thinking critically.
To improve student performance on critical thinking tests, schools of education
must improve teacher training. They must teach cognitive skills to preservice
teachers before training them to teach these skills in the classroom (Ashton
1988). They must integrate critical thinking skills into all aspects of teacher
preparation and train future teachers to be models of effective thinking strategies
(Walsh & Paul, 1988). Research suggests that the effectiveness of such courses
depends on parallel efforts across the curriculum (Resnick, 1987), including
training all teachers in cognitive skills (Pauker, 1987). Smylie, Bay, and Tozer
(1999, p. 57) declared, “Teachers must be able to think critically about the
relationships among classroom practices, student learning, social outcomes, and
the ways in which the school facilitates desired learning. To think well about these
matters… teachers must be able to analyze complex situations, to inquire and
observe, perceive relationships, and draw logical inferences”.
According to Howe, Warren (1998, p. 1) the ability to think critically is
essential if individuals are to live, work, and function effectively in our current
and changing society. He believes that students must make choices, evaluations,
and judgments every day regarding (1) information to obtain, use and believe (2)
plans to make, and (3) actions to take. As adults they will be living in a complex
world and in a democracy where both individual and collective actions will require
effective selection, processing, and use of information. State and local curriculum
guides contain goal and objective statements regarding the importance of critical
thinking skills. In a research paper discussing critical thinking skills, Corder
(1992, p. 245) states that critical thinking skills do not happen automatically.
Neither can teachers teach students to think critically simply by wanting them to
do so. Specific attention must be paid to the development of these skills and
specific deliberate teaching strategies must be employed by the teacher. One can
not coerce a learner to think critically or force another to analyze critically the
values, beliefs, and assumptions on which their lives are built.
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According to Walsh and Paul (1988, p. 49), to improve student
performance on critical thinking tests, schools of education must improve teacher
training. They must teach cognitive skills to preservice teachers before training
them to teach these skills in the classroom. They must integrate critical thinking
skills into all aspects of teacher preparation and train future teachers to be
models of effective thinking strategies.
Educational researchers and program developers (Costa, 1985; Keating,
1988) have tended to include four elements in reports and writings on critical
thinking. These include (1) content knowledge, (2) knowledge of thinking skills,
(3) ability to monitor, use and control thinking skills (metacognition), and (4) an
attitude to use thinking skills and knowledge. Winocut's listing of skills (Costa,
1985) includes three categories: (1) enabling skills, (2) processes, and (3)
operations. Enabling skills include observing, comparing/contrasting,
grouping/labeling, categorizing/classifying, ordering, patterning, and prioritizing.
Processes include skills related to analyzing questions, facts/opinion, relevancy of
information, and reliability of information. Processes also include skills necessary
for inferring, understanding meanings, cause/effect, making predictions,
analyzing assumptions, and identifying points of view. Operations include logical
reasoning, creative thinking, and problem solving skills. Based on research results
in the science fields related to reasoning (Glaser, 1984; Carey, 1986; Kuhn,
1985), developing an understanding of knowledge and the ability to retrieve
useful knowledge are important for effective thinking. Analyses of items from
tests using Bloom's Taxonomy have produced similar conclusions; students are
generally not able to effectively use thinking skills without appropriate knowledge.
Teacher educators have shown burgeoning interest in teachers’ beliefs
about learning and teaching (Calderhead, 1996; Fenstermacher, 1994; Nespor,
1987; Pajares, 1992; Richardson, 1994, 1996; Smylie, 1988). These beliefs have
been found to exert considerable influence on how teachers structure classroom
activities and interact with learners (Anning, 1988; Calderhead, 1996; Nespor,
1987; Richardson, 1996). there are many research that have focused on beliefs
about: cognitive skills, goal-directed-the kind of thinking involved in solving
problems, and making decisions (Halpern, 2002, p.6; Torff, 2003; Brown &
Campione, 1990; Browne & Keeley, 2001; Ennis, 1987; Henderson, 2001; Kuhn,
1999; O'Tuel & Bullard, 1993; Perkins, 1992; Perkins, Jay, & Tishman, 1993;
Pogrow, 1990,1994; Raths, Wasserman, Jonas, & Rothstein, 1986; Resnick,
1987). Instruction that emphasizes CT ("high-CT activities") has been described
as an approach to teaching that differs from direct instruction ("low-CT
activities"). In a study on CT, Raudenbush et al (1993) examined the relationship
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between academic track and emphasis on high-CT activities in a study in which
303 secondary teachers identified their instructional goals for high-track and low-
track classes and completed specially designed scales that assessed teachers'
emphasis on high-CT activities in these classes. Results of regression analyses
indicated that instructional objectives and use of high-CT activities differed across
academic tracks. Zohar et al (2001) obtained similar results in a study of 40
Israeli secondary teachers.
3.2.2 Communication Skills
The importance of communication skills for educators whether
administrators or teachers, is widely accepted. A teacher uses knowledge of
effective verbal, nonverbal, and media communication techniques to foster active
inquiry, collaboration, and supportive interaction in the classroom. The first stage
of a teacher education course normally begins with a period of classroom
observation, during which student teachers are invited to focus on certain aspects
of teaching technique, e.g. classroom organization, use of voice, methods of
presentation of material. The consideration of questioning skills and techniques
may also be included. Work on developing communication skills focused upon use
of key words, becoming a good listener, and giving constructive, helpful feedback
(Hughes, 1999). Case studies of high-wage companies also state that essential
skills for future workers include problem solving, working in groups, and the
ability to communicate effectively (Murane, & Levy, 1996). Craddock (1997), in a
survey of the importance of communication skills found that 97 percent rated
communication skills very important to their job and 80 percent said their ability
to communicate effectively helped them advance. Rosenthal and Ogden (1998)
found that of the 383 responded, 64.8 percent agreed with the statement:
“Greater emphasis should be placed on communication skills”, suggesting that the
majority of students valued communication skills learning. However, response
rates varied according to the year of training. For example, first, second and
fourth year students had higher response rates (89.3, 78.6 and 88.8 percent,
respectively) than third and fifth year students (65.4 and 54.2 percent,
respectively). This suggests that the findings may not be generalizable to a wider
population of third and fifth year students. The findings of Rees and Garrud
(2001) showed that some medical students held positive attitudes towards
communication skills learning. They also thought that communication skills were
lifelong skills and helped them to work in teams. Finally, these findings suggested
that communication skills learning was valued and that many students wanted
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more. Yinger (1999, p. 91) pointed out that as organizational and systemic
competence become more important in carrying out the work of teaching and
learning, “communication, collaboration, and interdisciplinary and
interprofessional conceptualizations and actions become increasingly necessary”.
Finally, according to Cobb et al (2005, p. 69), teachers are generally
expected to be able to do the following: Clearly and cogently present information;
give clear explanations; help students put their ideas into words; help students
improve their communication skills; help students understand the meaning of
written language; provide apt analogies to assist learning; communicate well with
parents both in speech (be "well spoken") and in writing, and, communicate
effectively with administrators.
3.2.3 Ethics
In the 1960’s and early 1970’s ethics was still part of teacher education
curricula in Finland, and it was clearly tied up with Christian tradition and
Lutheran ethics. It is surprising why it was abolished at the time when changes
became faster and there would have been need to reflect the direction, aims and
consequences. Instead of transmitting values, discussions about ethical principles
were emphasized both at schools and teacher education. Teachers’ professional
ethics began to interest; experiments to teach it were organized. In the end of
the 1980’s ethics again became important in teacher education discussion and
gradually was included in the curricula. Instead of transmitting values,
discussions about ethical principles were emphasized both at schools and teacher
education. In spring 1999 researchers and teachers of professional ethics
gathered in Helsinki to discuss the aims, approaches and methods of their
teaching. Several questions were raised like who has the responsibility for the
quality of teaching and learning results in professional ethics. Are the students
alone responsible, or teacher education institutions, or employers or trade
unions? The general impression seemed to be that although learning eventually
depends on the students, all parties involved – and particularly teacher education
departments – should take care of the area (Kumulainen, 2008, p. 173).
Teachers’ ethics, teacher education and changing horizons is an article that
is written by Räsänen and Sunnari (2000, p. 10) and it discusses the role of
ethics and values in people's lives with a special focus on the role of teachers and
education in value orientation and ethical discussion. It is pointed out that from
many perspectives teachers' work can be considered an ethical profession with its
own tasks in society and values to support and cherish. Teachers are also
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supposed to participate in the young generation's ethical upbringing. Teacher
education should prepare teachers for the ethical challenges of their profession,
which is not easy in a versatile and changing reality.
In another paper, Ethics, education and teacher education, Räsänen (2000)
argues that the teaching profession is essentially an ethical profession. According
to her, professional ethics is not a question of rhetoric or repetition but personal
involvement and determination, which includes cognitive and emotional aspects
and striving for corresponding actions. In reviewing the history of moral
education, Räsänen describes the developmental processes the Oulu Department
of Teacher Education has been involved in whilst developing their ethical
education. The diachronic account of the developmental processes provides
valuable information for other institutions to reflect upon (Kumulainen, 2008, p.
12)
That is why moral education has traditionally been considered one of the
areas of education and teachers’ ethics, but the approaches to it have differed
and changed. The approaches have been divided into e.g. (1) value-transmission,
(2) value-clarification, (3) moral development theories, and (4) ideals of a
community of ethical inquiry (Chazan, 1985; Hersh et al, 1980; Kay, 1975;
Lipman et al, 1980; McPhail et al, 1975, Noddings, 1987, 1988; Power et al,
1989; Pring, 1987; Purpel & Ryan, 1976; Raths et al, 1978; Scharf, 1978;
Straughan, 1988; Wilson et al, 1967; Wilson, 1973).
Teachers’ ethics are the professional ethics of teachers. These are the
moral standards and behavioral norms that teachers and education workers must
observe in their educational activities and the moral concepts, sentiments, and
qualities that go with them. Teachers’ ethics form the core of the qualities of
teachers and consist fundamentally of devotion to the task of educating the
people, maintaining a firm and correct political orientation; being a model for
others in abiding by the law; rigorous scholarship and the pursuit of innovation;
genuine concern for students and safeguarding the legal interests of students.
According to Brusling (2005, p. 3) to promote the teacher student’s personal
development and professional ethical dispositions is one of the important aims of
the teacher education programs. In the introductory part of the national curricula
for teacher education (Rammeplan for allmennlærerutdanningen,/
førskolelærerutdanningen, 2003, p. 6), common to the preparation of teachers
and early childhood education teachers, professional ethics is identified as one of
five main areas of competence for teachers (the others being subject
competence, didactical competence, social competence, and competence for
change and development). Thus, even a rough analysis of the most important
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documents on which design of teacher education programs have to be based
shows that professional ethics is a major policy concern (Brusling, 2005).
Teachers’ ethics are the professional ethics of teachers. These are the moral
standards and behavioral norms that teachers and education workers must observe in
their educational activities and the moral concepts, sentiments, and qualities that go with
them. Teachers’ ethics form the core of the qualities of teachers and consist
fundamentally of “devotion to the task of educating the people, maintaining a firm and
correct political orientation; being a model for others in abiding by the law; rigorous
scholarship and the pursuit of innovation; genuine concern for students and safeguarding
the legal interests of students.” This is the standard of professional ethics a teacher of
quality must adhere to. This article describes the professional ethics of today’s teachers
in institutions of higher education mainly in terms of society’s attitudes and the influences
on them (including form of and criteria for teacher–student interaction, teachers’
professional skills, and teachers’ individual charisma (ZHENG& HUI2005, p. 91).
Several sources (e.g. Idaho Professional Educators, 2003, 2004; British Columbia
College of Teachers, 2004; Tom, 1984; strike & Soltis, 1985; Goxxllad et al 1990;
Sockett 1993; Osre, 1994a; Campbell, 2000b; Freeman, 1999H; Sockett, 1990)
conceptual links between ethical professionalism and moral education.
Additionally, they, as well as other sources, provoke questions about the role of
teacher education in preparing ethical professionals and the place of ethical codes
or standards in the initial preparation and ongoing development of teachers. Also
other related literature highlights the importance of professional ethics of
educators (Haynes, 1998; Hostetler, 1997; Lovat, 1981). Therefore, good
teacher–student relations are a major criterion in students’ evaluation of
teachers’ professional ethics, and these need to be nurtured and facilitated by
both teachers and students, who also need to develop mutual understanding.
Therefore, good interaction is mainly reflected in the form it takes, and in the
teachers’ attitude toward students. The ethical process involves two steps, first
one must know what is right and what is wrong, and second one must have the
personal discipline, integrity and motivation to do what they know is right. Finally,
learning ethical behavior begins early, but it must not stop when one graduates
from school.
Brusling (2005, p. 11), in a part of his paper state that ethics comes out as
an educational area associated with relatively modest expectations on behalf of
the students in the studied teacher education programs, as well as with relatively
low assessment of outcomes. The former may not come as much of a surprise
considering student teachers widely known preoccupation with surviving as
classroom performers. The latter finding confirms earlier research. In a review of
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several studies of education in the professions, Bebeau (2002) concludes that
almost none are able to show that positive moral development is occurring over
the course of the studies. Lyons (1990) in the US and Husu (2001) in Finland find
that students self -assessments are that they are ill-prepared for dealing with the
moral dilemmas that they face in their work. Bergem (1993) in Norway states
that teacher educators, despite declaring a concern for the moral dimensions of
teaching, seldom explicitly addressed them. A study of training preferences of
mentors in England and Wales (Wright & Bottery, 1997) indicated that technical
matters of classroom performance were favored at the expense of discussing
ethical dilemmas. Within the medical professions Andre (1992) even finds
evidence of negative development in some studies.
3.2.4 Curriculum and Instruction
According to Curtis (1998, p. 46) all teachers use curriculum and
instructional techniques to integrate theory with practice, academic and workforce
education, professional education and subject matter, and learning theory and
workforce preparation. Research indicates dozens of activities that all teachers
can use to help students with their school-to-work transition. Examples include
involving students in organized workplace experiences, linking with employers
and the community, and including workplace representatives in school curriculum
and instruction activities. If teachers want to be more successful at organizing
and conducting school to work programs they must develop new talents that
extend beyond their current capabilities. Examples of these talents include being
willing to change with technological advances, understanding the many needs of
employers and the community, and having knowledge of curriculum and
instructional techniques and also a knowledge of school-based learning that goes
beyond specific teaching areas.
Teachers in Finland take part in the planning of local curriculum. The aim is
to involve teachers in decision making concerning their own work by having
curricula designed primarily at the local level within nationally determined
guidelines and broad educational goals established by the National Board of
Education. It is seen as important that, during their teacher-training period,
teachers receive preparation for work in the planning of local curricula. The
regulations concerning local curriculum development and evaluation of quality in
curriculum and learning emphasize the need for the teachers to collaborate with
the stakeholders of the school. The concept of new professionalism in teachers’
identities means a shift away from working in isolation towards new, interactive
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forms of relationships with colleagues, students and the school’s stakeholders.
These collaborative curriculum development and evaluation processes entail a
new school culture based on collegial collaboration (Kohonen, 2000).
It is important for teacher education to pay more attention to preparing
students for collaboration in general and for a collective curriculum-making
process in particular, explicit measures have to be taken. However it needs to
investigate the widespread tendency among teachers to negatively perceive
projects that require substantial change in behavior. The examples from the
Finnish and other studies show that teacher education seems to have been
narrowly classroom-oriented with the teacher seen as a single actor. Processes by
which interaction between teachers, and a symmetric interaction between teacher
and students, might be promoted have been given weights less. Student
teachers’ subject knowledge, its implication in classrooms, and theory-based
general pedagogical knowledge have been given priority, with the emphasis on an
input-output view of the transmission of subject knowledge (Edwards, 1995, p.
598). Teacher education needs to provide practical experience to help teachers
act in a continuous renewal of schools by deepening their understanding of the
interplay of teaching activities at different levels. In addition to analyzing
curricular guidelines and school-based curricula, as well as practicing curriculum-
making, student teachers could become actively involved in developing programs
for teacher education. Thus, the form of teacher education should also serve as a
model for student teachers’ own future practice. As Smith (1994, p. 26) has
pointed out, it is unreasonable to expect student teachers to create teaching
contexts of their own which are very different from those that have dominated
their own educational experiences.
It may appear that an increase in the responsibility of schools for involving
student teachers in school-based curriculum work can be legitimized as the logical
outcome of an emphasis on interaction between theory and practice. An increased
emphasis on the school as a training base for curriculum work would provide
opportunities to translate formal pedagogical knowledge into practical knowledge.
This will avoid creating a framework of practice simply on the basis of an analysis
of practice (Edwards, 1995, p. 597).
Curriculum and instruction are central to educational improvement,
constituting the what, how and why of teaching and learning. The study of
curriculum and instruction not only entails content, methodology and assessment
but also entails an understanding of why curriculum and instruction are important
in affecting change both within and outside of schools. Instruction is the creation
and implementation of purposefully developed plans for the teaching of
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curriculum content. It is what teachers often concisely refer to as "planning" and
"teaching". Moore (2002, pp. 2-3) says that while a school's curriculum consists
of the "total experience", instruction can be more narrowly defined as the
strategies selected and implemented by the teacher to deliver the intended
curriculum. Teachers need to know district expectations regarding planned
curriculum and instruction in order to implement the written curriculum
successfully. Teachers need to provide knowledge in a professionally meaningful
manner, include different contexts and scenarios as well as work with authentic
problems, and use assessment to drive and improve learning (Chambers, 1997;
Van et al, 2000; Kaufman, 2003; Friedman Ben-David, 2000). Education
specialists believe that the success of educational reform depends on the ability of
teachers to continually renew curriculum and instruction, the core of educational
practice.
3.2.5 Role of Teachers and Teaching
According to Morris et al (2007) the goal of teaching is to support student
learning. It is hard to imagine teachers becoming more effective over time
without being able to analyze teaching in terms of its effects on student learning.
What did students learn, and how and why did instruction influence such
learning? How could lessons based on this information be revised to be more
effective when teaching them next time? They also state that two quite different
kinds of knowledge, skills, and dispositions or competencies contribute to analytic
expertise required to study and improve teaching. According to them, the first
kind of competence is subject matter knowledge for teaching. This refers to the
kind of subject matter knowledge needed to unpack the content learning goals for
students, to understand students' thinking about the subject, to simplify the
complex ideas of the subject in ways that sustain the integrity of the subject, to
represent ideas in accessible ways for students, to pose key questions and
problems, and so on. Shulman (1986) described this kind of competence as
pedagogical content knowledge. Many researchers (e.g. Ball, 1999; Ball & Bass,
2000; Ma, 1999; Sherin, 2002) have extended these ideas in their own studies.
Research has shown that teachers are committed to helping and supporting
students, and that they have an element of professional pride in the role they
play. Teachers feel that they play an influential part in helping to shape students’
attitudes and aspirations and that they support students at critical stages of their
lives. They provide a range of formal and informal support in relation to future
educational and employment pathways, and they also encourage students to see
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the positive links between educational attainment and a future desirable lifestyle.
Research projects have also found evidence that good teaching will advise
students to follow an academic rather than a vocational education pathway. The
research has also shown that there are a range of interrelated factors that are
making it difficult for teachers to respond effectively to student’s needs, and that
organizational factors, cultural constraints and limitations of teachers’ own
knowledge and experience are key factors in effecting improvements in the role
teachers can play. In this respect, the organizational culture within which
teachers work has resulted in high levels of stress, overwork and demoralization.
Teachers also feel that a range of conflicting values and cultures in the home,
along with youth culture, increasing pressures and a loss of the motivation to
learn amongst many students, are undermining any efforts that teachers might
take.
Teachers also acknowledge that they often lack the resources and
information which would allow them to provide the sort of support and advice that
students need, and there is a strong sense that teachers do not recognize the
opportunities that exist for students in the region (Dobbs et al, 2003; Foskett &
Helmsley-Brown, 2001; Teay, 1998). Brubacher, Case, & Reagan (1994)
suggested that the act of teaching can be more accurately and usefully
conceptualized in terms of the role of the teacher as decision maker. Howey
(1996, p. 150) defined effective teaching as a process in which teachers make
reasonable judgments and decisions about the appropriate tools to use in any
particular teaching situation. Thus, it is apparent that decision making for
educators is a vital process whether they are serving as instructors, facilitators,
managers, mentors, evaluators, or professionals. Such decision making is based
upon knowledgeable justification and/or judgment from an awareness of different
paradigms of teaching and learning and methods for choosing among those
paradigms. Choices and change are the result of rational thinking and “practical
reasoning” within the context of the decision making (Donmoyer, 1996; Schwab,
1969). There is a need to improve the educational environment in ways that allow
teachers to develop effective support systems for students. In another study, Bell
(1999) researched the influence of teacher educators’ perspectives on the role of
teachers in the students experience shows that it is the role of teachers to be a
guide, a facilitator, a model, a decision maker, an agent for change, and an
advocate for students. Teachers should carry out these roles while, showing
respect for their students and creating a comfortable learning environment. Other
studies have pointed out that one of the most critical elements affecting student
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learning is the quality of the classroom teacher (Education Commission of the
States, 2000).
As Byrnes (2003, p. 164) states: “Effective classroom teaching is
associated with a number of skills or qualities possessed by successful teachers”.
Researchers have identified three dimensions of teaching that are related to
effectiveness in the classroom (Shechtman & Godfried, 1993). They are: verbal,
interpersonal, and leadership skills. Effective communication with students is a
central facet of successful teaching. A teacher must possess the verbal skills to
think clearly, organize his or her thoughts, and express himself or herself with
clarity, enthusiasm, and friendliness (Lowman, 1984). Skill in interpersonal
relationships is a crucial trait for successful teachers. Effective teachers must be
able to consider the social-emotional needs of their students and the affective
dimensions of learning (Steele, 1999). Successful teachers build support, rapport,
and trust with their students. Shechtman (1989, p. 243) wrote: "Skills in human
relationships are crucial not only for the affective well-being and growth of
students, but also for their intellectual development and motivation to succeed".
Also an effective teacher must have leadership qualities to motivate students
through self-assuredness, dynamism, and enthusiasm (Westbrook, 1998). Highly
successful individuals, both minority and nonminority former students alike,
reflect back that their most highly respected and memorable teachers were those
with strong leadership and interpersonal skills (Johnson & Prom-Jackson, 1986;
Steele, 1999).
Some researchers (e.g. Goodlad, 1990; Haberman, 1987; Russell, Persing,
Dunn, & Rankin, 1990) believe that most teacher education programs do not
consider verbal, interpersonal, and leadership skills when selecting students.
Instead, teacher education programs typically use academic criteria such as GPA
and standardized test scores to select students, even though the research
demonstrates that academic criteria are poor predictors of success in teaching
(Guyton & Farokhi, 1987; Haberman, 1987; Shechtman & Godfried, 1993).
Baskin et al (1996) suggested that teacher education programs persist in using
academic criteria because of a series of reports during the 1980s that called for
teachers achieving mastery of subject content (Carnegie Task Force on Teaching
as a Profession, 1986; Holmes Group, 1986; National Commission for Excellence
in Teacher Education, 1985; National Consortium for Educational Excellence,
1985). These reports advocated using standardized tests to assess the fit
between a potential teacher and the objectives of the school district. Still others
suggest that academic criteria are so extensively employed because there is a
perception that there is a parallel between what might predict whether a student
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will be successful at college generally and whether a student will be successful in
a teacher education program more specifically.
Brain (1998) asked the following questions in his search for what makes a
good teacher: What are the qualities that combine to create an excellent,
memorable teacher? Why do some teachers inspire students to work three times
harder than they normally would while others inspire students to skip class? Why
do students learn more from some teachers than others? For those who aspire to
become better teachers, these are important questions. In addition, he identified
the issue of “emphasis on teaching” as focusing on four essential qualities that
distinguish exceptional teachers (1) knowledge, (2) communication skills, (3)
interest, and (4) respect for students (Ololube, 2005, pp. 97-98).
3.2.6 Assessment Skills
Assessment is the systematic collection, review, and use of information to
increase students' learning and development. Educators use the results of tests
and other assessments to monitor the progress of students, diagnose their needs,
and make instructional plans. Assessment can also be used to provide information
about the quality of programs, schools, and districts that are providing education
and training. Several authors have argued that there are a number of essential
assessment concepts, principles, techniques, and procedures that teachers need
to know about (e.g. Calfee & Masuda,1997; Cizek, 1997; Ebel, 1962; Farr &
Griffin, 1973; Fleming & Chambers, 1983; Gullickson, 1985, 1986; Mayo, 1967;
McMillan, 2001; Sanders & Vogel, 1993; Schafer, 1991; Stiggins & Conklin, 1992
), there continues to be relatively little emphasis on assessment in the
preparation or professional development of teachers and administrators. In
addition to the admonitions of many authors, there are established professional
standards for assessment skills of teachers (STCEAS, 1990). The purpose can be
formative assessment and assessment for learning, assessment for learning is
based on a student involved approach to classroom assessment and has been
well documented by Guskey (2003), Stiggins (2002, 2001), and others.
Formative assessment refers to the feedback provided by teachers during the
formation stage of learning to check on student learning outcomes (Black et al,
2004). Gronlund and Cameron (2004, p. 14) emphasize the importance of
formative assessment, where the purpose is to “monitor learning progress and to
provide corrective prescriptions to improve learning”. Recent literature on
teachers’ classroom assessment practices pointed out that the principles and
practices inherent in assessment reform need elaboration and development
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beyond generally accepted practices (McMillan, 2003; Brookhart, 2003).
Furthermore, literature on classroom assessment has delineated the content
domain in which teachers need to develop assessment skills (e.g., Airasian, 1994;
Carey, 1994; O’Sullivan & Chalnick, 1991; Schafer, 1991; Stiggins, 1992, 1997).
Finally, Boston (2002), Rolheiser and Ross (2000) and others have emphasized
the importance of training and professional development for teachers to help
them better understand and implement effective practices that are the important
elements of assessment.
The scope of a teacher’s professional role and responsibilities for student
assessment may be described in terms of the following activities which require
competence in student assessment and sufficient time and resources to complete
in a professional manner.
1. Activities occurring prior to instruction:
1.1 Understanding students’ cultural backgrounds, interests, skills, and
abilities as they apply across a range of learning domains and/or
subject areas;
1.2 Understanding students’ motivations and their interests in specific
class content;
1.3 Clarifying and articulating the performance outcomes expected of
pupils; and
1.4 Planning instruction for individuals or groups of students.
2. Activities occurring during instruction:
2.1 Monitoring pupil progress toward instructional goals;
2.2 Identifying gains and difficulties pupils are experiencing in learning and
performing;
2.3 Adjusting instruction;
2.4 Giving contingent, specific, and credible praise and feedback;
2.5 Motivating students to learn; and
2.6 Judging the extent of pupil attainment of instructional outcomes.
3. Activities occurring after the appropriate instructional segment (e.g.
lesson, class, semester, grade)
3.1 Describing the extent to which each pupil has attained both short- and
long-term instructional goals;
3.2 Communicating strengths and weaknesses based on assessment
results to students, and parents or guardians;
3.3 Recording and reporting assessment results for school-level analysis,
evaluation, and decision-making;
3.4 Analyzing assessment information gathered before and during
instruction to understand each students’ progress to date and to inform
future instructional planning;
3.5 Evaluating the effectiveness of instruction; and
3.6 Evaluating the effectiveness of the curriculum and materials in use
(Ololube, 2005, P. 72).
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3.2.7 Continuous Professional Development
According to the National Board of Education (2004, p. 32), the
development program addresses the topic of continuing professional education.
Development as a teacher must be seen as a gradual process of studies, teaching
and continuing professional education. The changes in the teaching profession
necessitate up-to-date and constantly developing teaching skills. Teachers
themselves must be willing to renew their skills and to assume responsibility for
developing their own work. For the educational institution, it is important that
staff development is carefully planned and linked to institutional development.
This requires individual and institutional training plans and the possibility of
requiring that teachers develop their own professional skills. In-service training is
considered an important factor in preventing burn-out. Continuing professional
education should take into account the different training needs teachers
have at different points of their careers. The guidance of newly graduated
teachers will be intensified. Universities and polytechnics will take measures
to bring continuing professional education closer to initial training. This will
create a training continuum supporting lifelong learning and make it easier to
determine which content is best provided during initial training and which during
continuing education. The National Board of Education also believes that the
responsibility for continuing professional education of teacher trainers rests
with the teacher trainers themselves and their work communities. This requires
staff development strategies which take account of both individual training
needs and those of the work community. One important aim in these
strategies is to prevent burn-out. It is also important for teacher trainers to
actively take part in the production of new knowledge in R&D projects.
Continuous professional development is a catalyst for professional growth as
it is increases curiosity, motivation, and educators’ knowledge about their
professions. It will supply best practices, new ways of thinking, and problem
solving skills that empower them. Overall, it will improve the quality of schools
and prepare and support educators to help all students achieve high standards of
learning and development (Moore, 2000). Until now, many professional
development activities have been implemented in different areas for different
purposes. Some of these activities are innovative experiments for inservice
teachers (Sandholtz, 2000) and collaborative partnerships among inservice
teachers, designing course materials, and technology training (Sandholtz &
Dadlez, 2000). These studies enabled researchers to come up with effective
professional development programs. According to the model developed by Sparks
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(2000, pp. 2-3) the quality of professional development programs for teachers
depends on the content characteristics, process variables, and context
characteristics. Content refers to what will be included in professional
development activities (Guskey, 2000; Sparks & Hirsh, 1997; Sparks, 2000;
Ganser, 2000; Reed, 2000; and Inquiry and National Education Standards, 2000).
Process refers to how activities are planned, organized, carried, and followed up
(Ganser, 2000; McCarthy & Riley, 2000; National Staff Development Council,
NPEAT, 2000; Cobb, 2000). The context of professional development refers to the
organization, system, and culture in which the professional development activities
are implemented (Guskey, 2000; NCES, 1998; Ganser, 2000; NPEAT, 2000; Villa,
Thousand, & Chapple, 1996). Overall, they improve the quality of schools and
prepare and support educators to help all students achieve high standards of
learning and development (Moore, 2000). Smylie, Bay, and Tozer (1999, p. 31)
argue that teacher learning has always needed more emphasis in teacher
preparation programs and that there has been lack of support for professional
development and workplace learning throughout the careers of educators and
also teachers need to have roles in promoting the broader purpose of schooling,
particularly those associated with social change and school-level reform. Yinger
(1999, p. 4) pointed to the importance of professional development in his
discussion of the implications of the standards movement on teacher preparation:
“New standards for teachers are aiming at a practitioner who is more
knowledgeable about subject matter, more skilled in tailoring school content for
diverse learners, more reflective, more collegial, and more directed toward
continuous professional learning”.
Villegas-Reimers (2003) has reviewed a few studies of teachers’
Professional development: Borko and Putnam (1995, p. 55) offer evidence to
support the fact that Professional development plays an important role in
changing teachers' teaching methods, and that these changes have a positive
impact on students' learning. Data collected during the “Cognitively Guided
Instruction Project” (CGI) - a multi-year and multi-phase program of curriculum
development, professional development and research - show “powerful evidence
that experienced teachers’ pedagogical content knowledge and pedagogical
content beliefs can be affected by professional development programs and that
such changes are associated with changes in their classroom instruction and
student achievement”. In another study, Supovitz and Turner (2000) report that
data from the US National Science Foundation Teacher Enhancement program
show that the degree of Professional development to which teachers are exposed
is strongly linked to both inquiry-based teaching practice and investigative
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classroom culture. Supovitz, Mayer and Kahle (2000, p. 331) in a separate study
involving data collected in Ohio, USA, found that as a result of teachers'
involvement in intensive professional development activities: “Teachers' attitudes,
preparation, and practices all showed strong, positive, and significant growth
from paraprofessional development to the following spring. Furthermore, these
gains were sustained over several years following [the teachers'] involvement”.
In an attempt to understand the factors that affect the relationship
between educational reform and teachers' professional development, Futrell et al
(1995) conducted research in nine school districts in the USA. Their report
concludes with a number of recommendations to school district administrators, to
colleges and universities, and to communities, school districts and schools. In
order to allow professional development to play an effective part in educational
reform, policies must be supportive of the changes that teachers are asked to
make (Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 1995). These policies must address, for
example, the need to create new structures and institutional arrangements that
support the role of teachers as lifelong learners; they must also help to create
new structures and opportunities, both outside of schools (for example, teachers’
networks, inter-professional partnerships, etc.) and within schools; they must
also support new systems of evaluation, accountability and promotion. A good
example of the positive effects of these supportive policies is that of a reform of
secondary teachers' professional development in Ireland. According to Garavan
(1998), the country paid very detailed and special attention to the new policies
that drove these initiatives at the local level with positive results; there was a
need for a formalized policy at the national level, and at the time of his writing,
these national policies were already under consideration (Villegas-Reimers, 2003,
pp. 27-28).
According to Candy (1997, p. 12) life-long learning is important because of
the very rapid and pervasive changes and advances in technology, in culture, in
social relationships, in internationalization, in industrial relations, in the economy
and so on. There have been such huge changes and advances in the past few
years that anybody who is prepared as a professional cannot be considered to be
prepared in any final sense, but must continue to go on learning throughout his
or her professional life.
According to Guskey (1995, p. 127) there are some guidelines for success
that must be followed when planning and implementing professional development
opportunities for teacher. They are:
1. To recognize change as being both an individual and organization process.
2. To think big, but start small.
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3. To work in terms of maintaining support.
4. To include procedures for feedback on results.
5. To provide continuous follow-up, and pressure.
6. To integrate programs.
Corcoran (1995, p. 72) has proposed the following guiding principles for
experts and organizations that are designing and implementing professional
development programs. These programs must:
1. stimulate and support site-based initiatives (schools’, districts’ and teachers’
initiatives)
2. be grounded in knowledge about teaching
3. model constructivist teaching
4. offer intellectual, social and emotional engagement with ideas, materials
5. provide sufficient time and follow-up
6. be accessible and inclusive
Fullan (1987) believes there are four crucial factors for successful teacher
development. They are: Redefinition of staff development as a process of
learning; the role of leadership at the school level; the organizational culture at
the school level; and, the role of external agencies, especially at the local and
regional level (Villegas-Reimers, 2003, p. 18).
In summary, the professional development of teachers is a key factor in
ensuring that reforms at any level are effective. Successful professional
development opportunities for teachers have a significant positive effect on
students’ performance and learning. Thus, when the goal is to increase students'
learning and to improve their performance, the professional development of
teachers should be considered a key factor, and this at the same time must be
featured as an element of a larger reform.
3.2.8 Subject Matter Knowledge
Courses in the teacher education program are drawn from throughout the
curriculum, reflecting the Program’s commitment to multidisciplinary and
multicultural education. With this approach to knowledge, the curriculum strives
to provide intellectual tools and insights that enable candidates to live in and
teach about a world of diversity. Subject matter as an essential component of
teacher knowledge is neither a new nor a controversial assertion. Subject matter
knowledge is widely acknowledged as a central component of what teachers need
to know. Philosophical arguments as well as common sense support the
conviction that teachers' own subject matter knowledge influences their efforts to
help students learn subject matter. Conant (1963, p. 93) wrote that if a teacher
is largely ignorant or uniformed he can do much harm. Research on teaching and
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on teacher knowledge is revealing ways in which teachers' understandings affect
their students' opportunities to learn and also knowledge of the subject is very
important to teaching, (e.g. Zumwalt, 1989; Passe, 1999; Leinhart & Greeno,
1986; Grossman, 1988; Lampert, 1986; Leinhardt & Smith, 1985; Shroyer,
1981; Wilson, 1988; Wineburg & Wilson, 1988). Shulman's (1986) three
categories of content knowledge, subject matter content knowledge, pedagogical
content knowledge, and curricular content knowledge are at the heart of much of
the current inquiry. Many researchers (Ball, 1989; Carpenter, Fennema, Peterson,
& Carey, 1989; Grossman, 1990; Hashweh, 1987; Lampert, 1986; Shulman,
1987; Wilson, 1988; Wilson & Wineberg, 1988; Stodolsky, 1988) suggest that
teaching in new ways, in ways focused on understanding, is highly dependent on
the teacher's own understanding and conception of the subject matter. Teachers
cannot be expected to know every little fact in science and there are advantages
for having a “big picture,” rather than an array of unconnected details. A teacher
whose knowledge becomes a slavish copy of the curriculum is unlikely to welcome
change of any kind. Teachers who are “bubbling” with interest in innovations in
science and technology are more likely to convey the “Nature of Science” and to
instill curiosity and zest in their students.
The conclusions of the teachers' subject matter knowledge are especially
provocative because they undermine the certainty often expressed about the
strong link between college study of a subject matter and teacher quality. Seven
studies relate to subject (Darling-Hammond, 2000b; Ferguson & Womack, 1993;
Goldhaber & Brewer, 2000; Guyton & Farokhi, 1987; Hawk, Coble & Swanson,
1985; Monk, 1994; Rowan, Chiang & Miller, 1997). (1) Of the 7 studies, 4
concerned mathematics and science teachers, 1 concerned secondary teachers
without specifying subject matters, 1 concerned elementary and middle school
mathematics and reading teachers, and another studied program graduates who
had taken subject matter knowledge tests. One study involved 36 teachers; the
others had sample sizes ranging from 200 to 3,000 to 65,000 teachers. Measures
of teacher subject matter knowledge included self-report about majoring in a
relevant subject matter, counts of courses taken by individuals.
Consistent with common belief, several studies showed a positive
connection between teachers' subject matter preparation and both higher student
achievement and higher ratings on teacher performance evaluations, particularly
in mathematics, science, and reading (Darling-Hammond 1999a and 1999b,
Goldhaber & Brewer 2000, Guyton & Farokhi 1987, Monk 1994). Another study,
Monk and King (1994), finds both positive and negative, generally insignificant
effects of teachers’ subject matter preparation on student achievement. Similarly,
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Ferguson and Womack (1993) find that teacher’s scores on national teacher
examinations and grade point averages in the major accounts for only small
proportions of the variance in teaching performance of prospective secondary
teachers. In turn, Golhaber and Brewer (2000) find a positive relationship
between teachers’ degrees in mathematics and their students’ test scores but do
not find this relationship in science. Using the same data set, Rowan et al (1997)
find a positive relationship between student achievement in mathematics and
teachers’ majors in mathematics, but the effect size is quite small. In the same
way, Monk (1994) finds no effect of having a full mathematics major even if
having coursework in mathematics matters. In the same study, while the author
identifies a significant positive relationship between teachers’ coursework in the
physical sciences and student achievement, he does not identify the same effect
for coursework in life sciences (Santiago, 2002).
It may be that these results are mixed because subject matter knowledge
is a positive influence up to some level of basic competence in the subject but is
less important thereafter. This interpretation is supported by the study by Monk
(1994). Using data on 2, 829 students from the Longitudinal Study of American
Youth, Monk finds that teacher’s content preparation, as measured by coursework
in the subject field, is positively related to student achievement in mathematics
and science but that the relationship is curvilinear, with diminishing returns to
student achievement of teachers’ subject matter courses above a threshold level
(Ibid, 2002).
In another study, however, researchers found that National Teachers
Examination scores and grade point averages (GPAs) in the major accounted for
only small proportions of the variance in teaching performance of prospective
secondary teachers. In contrast, education coursework accounted for 48 percent
and 39 percent of the variance when performance was rated by education
supervisors and subject matter specialists, respectively. Several studies found
that education coursework, including subject-specific methods courses, is useful,
sometimes having a higher correlation with student achievement than subject
matter study.
In a study that illustrates the complexity of studying prospective teachers'
subject matter preparation, Monk (1994) found positive relationships between
teachers' subject matter preparation and student achievement. However, there
was evidence of a threshold effect; there was minimal additional effect of
teachers' study of mathematics beyond five undergraduate mathematics courses
on pupil mathematics performance. He also found positive effects of mathematics
education courses, with courses in mathematics education contributing more to
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student achievement gains than undergraduate mathematics courses. There was
a similar relationship in science. After exploring a number of interaction effects,
the researcher concluded that it is "risky" to make any generalizations about the
significance of teacher subject matter knowledge. Although there is no definitive
research that helps us understand this confusing finding, several possible
explanations bear further investigation, including the possibility that a teacher
needs pedagogical content knowledge as well as content knowledge.
In addition there are other studies of the effects of subject matter
preparation (Adams, 1998; Ball, 1990a & 1990b; Borko et al, 1992; Graeber,
Tirosh, & Glover, 1989; McDiarmid & Wilson, 1991; Simon, 1993; Stoddart,
Connell, Stofflett, & Peck, 1993; Tirosh & Graeber, 1989; Wilson, 1994; Wilson &
Wineburg, 1988). These studies suggest that the subject matter preparation that
prospective teachers currently receive is inadequate for teaching toward high
subject matter standards, by anyone's definition. It appears that prospective
teachers may have mastered basic skills but lack the deeper conceptual
understanding necessary when responding to student questions and extending
lessons beyond the basics (Wilson, 2002).
3.2.9 Learning Environment
One of the most important things a teacher can provide their students with
is a learning environment in which they feel comfortable. Teachers should create
a learning environment that encourages positive social interaction, active
engagement in learning, and self-motivation. Learning environment research has
provided a useful focus in evaluations of educational innovations (Fisher,
Aldridge, Fraser & Wood, 2001; Fraser & Maor, 2000; Maor & Fraser, 1996;
Newby & Fisher, 1997; Teh & Fraser, 1995; Zandvliet, 2003; Jegede, Fraser &
Fisher, 1995; Taylor & Maor, 2000; Walker, 2002; Moos, 1979). Past research
has found links between classroom environments and student outcomes (Fraser,
1994 & 1998a; Fraser & Fisher, 1982; Goh, Young & Fraser, 1995). Technology in
the school is one of the best resources that allow students to become actively
engaged in the learning process (Aldridge, Fraser, Fisher, Trinidad & Wood, 2003;
Trinidad, Macnish, Aldridge, Fraser & Wood, 2001). Such research has shown that
students' outcomes are likely to be better when the actual learning environment
more closely matches their preferred learning environment (Aldridge, Fraser,
Fisher, Trinidad & Wood, 2003; Fraser, 1998b, 1999; Fraser & Fisher, 1983).
Brown and Palinscar (1989) believe that the role of learning environments, of
collaboration, of community, and of environments that encourage different
CRITERIA OF EVALUATION: WHAT DO TEACHERS NEED TO KNOW? MEHDINEZHAD
56
approaches in students. Finally, an important factor in creating a positive learning
environment is classroom management. Teachers should manage their time and
resources in the most efficient way possible. To create a positive learning
environment, teachers should access any and every resource possibly provided by
the school or community they teach in.
3.2.10 Knowledge of Educational Technology
In reviewing the literature, the term educational technology tends to be
implicitly defined. Ely (1995, p. 4) wrote that educational technology is a term
widely used in the field of education ... but it is often used with different
meanings.... Educational technology properly refers to a particular approach to
achieving the ends of education. This definition, like others found in the literature,
can be seen as focusing on processes for teaching and learning as much as they
are about pieces of hardware or software.
Educational technology, especially the use of computers and associated
information technology, is rapidly solidifying a prominent role in education. The
computer has the capacity to be employed for instance as a cognitive tool
(Salomon, Perkins, & Globerson, 1991), a memory tool (Swan, 1996), a
motivational tool (Means & Olson, 1995b), a communication tool (Doucette,
1994), or a project support tool (Marx, Blumenfeld, Krajcik, & Soloway, 1997).
Understanding the range of possibilities, the appropriate applications, and the
relevant pedagogical strategies requires an array of knowledge on the part of the
teacher. This knowledge can be acquired from a variety of sources. For both
student teachers and mentor teachers, the sharing of knowledgeable educational
technology in the context of the student teaching placement may be a contributor
to professional development (Easdown, 1994). Preservice teachers have reported
that their student teaching experience is a very consequential portion of the
teacher preparation process (Dowrick, 1997). Mentor teachers play a contributing
role in the value to the student teacher of the student teaching experience
(McIntyre, 1988). Their classroom experience, subject matter knowledge, and
familiarity with particular teaching settings, cause them to be viewed as a
respected source of knowledge for the student teacher.
According to Margerum-Leys (2004, pp. 423-424) sharing of knowledge is
important for teacher preparation and development generally; it may be
especially important in the acquisition of educational technology knowledge.
Educational technology is an area in which mentor teachers are eager to access
content knowledge held by student teachers. Mentor teachers view student
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teachers by virtue of their relative youth as members of a generation that holds
more knowledge of technology than they themselves do. They also perceive that
student teachers’ teacher education coursework will have contained more
educational technology information than their own coursework (Lundeberg, Zeon,
Brown, Ingebrand, & Bieging, 2001; Margerum-Leys & Marx, 2000). An additional
motivation for studying the knowledge of teachers regarding technology is that
the role of educational technology, especially computers in education, is changing
rapidly. In the early days of computer use in education, computers were thought
to be useful for the teaching of logic through programming (Papert, 1993).
Subsequently, there was a conceptualization of computers as standalone
information processing and document production tools. More recently, the
computer has been thought of as a communication tool; computers are now used
and viewed as portals to an ever-expanding array of information through
electronic mail and the World Wide Web (Jonassen, 2000; Tiene & Ingram, 2001).
Paralleling these changes in our perceptions of the utility of technology has been
a steady movement toward more student-centered learning environments and
activities. This has implications for the preparation and development of teachers.
To use technology in ways that are congruent with our current understandings of
teaching and learning as well as of technology itself, teachers need to be familiar
with an expanding variety of pedagogical techniques (Forcier, 1999; Jonassen,
2000; Marx et al, 1997; Means & Olson, 1995a; Mergendoller, 1996).
The use of technology in an appropriate manner can actually enhance the
learning process. Technology can play a vital role in helping students meet higher
standards and perform at increased levels by promoting alternative, innovative
approaches to teaching and learning (George, 2000). Review literature shows
that teachers must be effective users of information and educational technology
(Allen, 2001; Davidson et al, 2000; Dwyer, 1994; NECS, 2002; McNabb, Hawkes,
& Rouk, 1999; Nevens et al, 2001; U.S. Department of Education Study, 2003;
Brennan, 2000). Because, it is believed that instructional technology can improve
the quality and quantity of teaching and student learning and Technologies are
described as essential tools of the teaching trade (Sandholtz et al, 1997). In
terms of research into these developments, issues concerning technological
literacy (Gabriner & Mery, 1998), interface design (Wild and Stoney, 1998),
software adaptability (Stahl et al, 1995), professional development (Schrum,
1995) and cost effectiveness of educational technology (Bacsich & Ash, 2000) are
abundant and well represented. Many studies have investigated teacher’s
attitudes toward the use of technology and their anxiety about using technology.
These studies are particularly important because a teachers’ attitude about
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computers and related technologies can positively or negatively influence their
students’ attitudes toward technology (Sheingold & Hadley, 1990). Finally, as
reported by Green and Staley (2000), technologies such as computer
conferencing systems can provide an effective learning tool if they attend to
constructing a safe context and interpersonal rapport. That is a challenge, how to
design educational systems where technology is in service to, values, and
supports diverse learners and learning contexts (Wise, Leibbrand, & Williams,
1997; Vannatta & Beyerbach, 2000; Yildirim & Kiraz, 1999; Bryant, 2001;
Hasselbring et al, 2000; NCATE, 1997; McCoy, 2001). According to Howey (1996)
practitioner preparation programs should not underestimate the power of modern
communications technology for learning to teach. The UNI InTime Project (2000)
stated that technology must be integrated into the classroom and the practitioner
preparation program so that it acts as a facilitator of quality education. Shields
and Behrman (2000) proposed that the most effective use of technology in
classrooms is as a tool for accessing information and interpreting, organizing, and
representing personal knowledge. These are the types of activities that empower
children to play active roles in the emerging digital world, not merely navigate in
it. In the area of teacher preparation, Sosniak (1990) suggested better use of
alternative instructional technologies, e.g., the Internet, for the development of
subject matter and professional knowledge.
Finally, although there is consensus in the educational technology field that
preservice teachers should use technology during practicum and student teaching
experiences and that this does not happen often enough (CEO Forum on
Education and Technology, 1999 & 2000; Moursand & Bielefeldt, 1999; Office of
Technology Assessment, 1995). Researchers have identified the many difficulties
inherent in providing such field-based practice opportunities. Various schools,
colleges, and departments of education (SCDEs) have reported efforts to provide
equipment to sites to ensure adequate technology access (Stetson & Bagwell,
1999), determine the technology attitudes of the cooperating teacher (Bosch &
Cardinale, 1993), or organize technology equipment and services (Picciano,
1999). Other research emphasized the impact of quality technical and
instructional support on whether technology is used by teachers for their own
professional work or by students in their classrooms (Ronnkvist, Dexter, &
Anderson, 2000, p. 2).
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3.3 Summary of the Theoretical Introduction
Evaluation is a general process of systematic and critical analysis leading to
judgments and/or recommendations for improvement regarding the quality of a
(teacher) education institution or program. In answer to “how to evaluate teacher
education programs?” usually for evaluation a program uses internal and external
evaluation. According to Finnish Higher Education Evaluation Council (FINHEEC)
students and graduates play an integral part in the evaluations (EURYDICE,
2006). It is characteristic in the evaluation of higher education that
students/graduates, as consumers of the educational process, provide feedback
to instructors and to professors about course content and classroom behavior at
the conclusion of the course. A review of empirical studies indicates that
students’/graduates’ ratings can provide reliable and valid information on the
quality of courses and instruction. Such information can be of use to academic
departments in constructing normative data for the evaluation of teaching and
may aid the individual instructor in improving his or her teaching effectiveness. In
other words, students’ preservice experiences and, after graduation, their work
experiences can give new ideas to teacher education authorities for improving the
programs.
At a general levels, teachers student have to be familiar with the most
recent knowledge and research about the subject matters. They also have to
know how subject matters can be transformed in relevant ways to benefit
different learners and how it can help learners create foundations on which they
can build their lifelong learning. This means that teachers need the latest
research results and knowledge in pedagogy. They should have a thorough
understanding of human growth and development, and they need knowledge of
the methods and strategies that can be used to teach different learners. In
addition, teachers have to be familiar with the curricula and learning
environments of educational institutions. They also have to know about learning
in non-formal educational settings, such as in open learning and labor market
contexts. Teachers should have the latest knowledge of educational technology,
and they need to be able to apply ICT in their work. Teacher education curricula
and programs should give students opportunities to learn how to take
responsibility for ethical choices (e.g. Aloni, 2002; Atjonen, 2004; Oser, 1994).
This is a topic that is worth studying for its own sake for the purpose of
developing a scientifically sound foundation for a course or module in applied
intercultural ethics in teacher education. The task of teacher education in Finland
involves the promotion and support of demanding intentional learning processes.
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According to researchers of meta-cognition and self-regulated learning (e.g.
Ruohotie, 1994; Winne 1996; Pintrich, 1999; Pintrich, & Ruohotie, 2000;
Boekaerts, Pintrich & Zeidner 2002) students need to have pedagogical
knowledge for example, knowledge of learning environments; instructional
strategies; knowledge of curriculum and curricular; assessment skills;
communication skills; subject matter knowledge.
3.4 Research Questions
The research questions of this study provide focus and direct attention to
the major issues of concern in this research project and what the researcher
specifically wanted to understand by doing this study. Therefore, they help to
determine what data to collect and how and where to collect it. In order to
provide possible answers to the problems of this study, the following research
questions were addressed:
1. How do masters’ degree of class teacher education graduates rate the
importance and effectiveness of training they have received at the Faculty of
Education?
1.1 What is the respondents’ (graduates) perception of the importance and
effectiveness of following issues:
(1) Critical Thinking Skills, (2) Communication Skills, (3) Attention to
Ethics, (4) Curriculum and Instruction Knowledge, (5) Role of the
Teacher and Teaching Knowledge, (6) Assessment Skills, (7) Attention
to Continuous Professional Improvement, (8) Subject Matter
Knowledge, (9) Knowledge of Learning Environment, and (10) Using
Educational Technology
1.2 Are there significant differences between overall ratings of importance and
effectiveness of training by year of graduation, sex, and age?
2. How do masters’ degree of class teacher education graduates rate the quality
of training they have received at the Faculty of Education?
2.1 Are there significant differences between overall ratings of quality of
training by year of graduation, sex, and age?
3. Is there a significant relationship between respondents’ (graduates) overall
ratings of importance; effectiveness and their overall ratings of the quality of
training and preparation they have received?
4. Examining the questions above about class teacher education students in the
4th year.
5. Are there significant differences between graduates and students in the 4th
year about importance, effectiveness, and quality of teacher education
programs?
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6. What do teachers’ [Graduates] believe about how increasing work experience




4.1 Design of the Study
According to Cohen and Manion (1994) many educational research methods
are descriptive. Descriptive research, according to Best (1970), studies the
conditions or relationship that exist; practices that prevail; beliefs, point of views, or
attitudes that are held; processes that are going on; efforts that are felt; or trends
that are developing. At times, descriptive research is concerned with how what exists
is related to some preceding event that has influenced or affected the present
condition or event.
In this study the aim is not only to describe participants’ opinions but also to
measure the changes in evaluations of the teacher program when students graduate
and when the work experience is increasing. The use of follow-up studies as a
descriptive method is an efficient way to gather useful information for program
evaluation (Ayers, 1988; Delaney, 1995; Holste & Matthews, 1992). According to
Best (1986), the follow-up study investigates individuals who have left an institution
after having completed a program, a treatment, or a course of study.
In the referred studies above, the term follow-up study is used in a very
specific meaning, which is related to course evaluations afterwards. The follow-up in
this study attempts to follow the changes in course evaluations between different
phases of studying and a work career. The best research design for this purpose
would have been longitudinal cohort study, in which the same subjects are measured
several times during different phases of their career. This was, however, not possible
in the framework of this study. Instead, a repeated cross-sectional research design
was used. The benefit in this method is that the data from students and different
alumni groups can be collected simultaneously. The limitation in using a repeated
cross-sectional design is that there are no opportunities to control possible initial
differences of the different cohorts. See figure 1.
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Figure 1: Repeated cohort data collection in study 1
In addition to the first data collection (Study 1) a second data collection was
carried out for getting teachers own description about the influence of increasing
work experience on their ratings of the pre-service teacher training they received
(Study 2).
4.2 Design and Development of Instruments
This dissertation consists of two studies.
4.2.1 Study 1
A Lickert-scale questionnaire for gathering data for this research is devised by
adopting ideas from: first, the review of Turku and Rauma Departments of Teacher
Education aims and courses; second, Ministry of Education (2001) proposals for a
core curriculum of teacher education and the National Board of Education in Finland
(2004) recommendations for future studies; and, third several other questionnaires
located during the review of related literature from other research studies,
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especially, the National Survey of Teacher Education Program Graduates that is
designed for use in teacher education follow-up studies (Loadman et al, 1999).
Items on the questionnaire covered the following areas:
1. Demographic and other background information (first section);
2. Graduates’ self-ratings of knowledge and understanding of teacher education
program content. This part consisted of: critical thinking skills, communication
skills, work ethics, curriculum and instruction, role of the teacher and teaching,
assessment, continuous improvement, knowledge of subject matters, learning
environment, and educational technology (second section);
3. The quality of the preservice programs (third section)
The first section of questionnaire consisted of 8 items for graduates and 3
items for students, the second part had 79 items, and the third section had 15 items.
Each item presents the respondents with five options (likert-type scale) and one
open-ended question for writing any additional thought or information those
respondents wanted to share with the researcher. The respondents’ task was to
select one of the options that most closely represented their self-perception. The
respondents were required to focus on the role they fulfill in their work environment
and answer all the questions in relation to that role. The items which related logically
to instrument units in the preparatory programs constituted a substantial portion of
the instrument.
Reliability is the extent to which a test is repeatable and yields consistent
scores. Internal consistency reliability was estimated by Cronbach’s alphas
(Cronbach, 1951). For the total items an alpha of .96 was obtained and the separate
reliability coefficient was obtained for the importance, effectiveness and the quality
of programs scales, resulting in coefficients of .95; .93 and .80, respectively. In the
temporal (stability) reliability exercise, the test-retest reliability technique was used.
According to this method, the same instrument is applied to the same respondents at
a later stage and the correlation between the two scores is then calculated”
(Huysamen, 1989, p. 54; & Mulder, 1981, p. 211). In order to analyze stability, the
questionnaire was given a second time to 25 graduates two weeks after the first
session. For the total scale, support for temporal (stability) reliability was provided
by test-retest correlations of .96 with a two-week interval.
According to Wynd, Schmidt & Schaefer (2003, P. 261), instrument content
validity is often established through qualitative expert reviews, yet quantitative
analysis of reviewer agreements is also advocated in the literature. In developing
the instruments used in this research, and the researcher followed the formalities
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and procedures adopted in framing a research questionnaire (Nworgu, 1991). To
validate the instrument the questionnaire was given to several experts of teacher
education who read it through and made necessary corrections. The second process
that was used to validate the research instrument was that the questionnaire was
pre-tested and the responses from the respondents were used to improve the items.
In summary, the validity of this study rests on an overall evaluative judgment
founded on empirical evidence and theoretical rationales of the adequacy,
appropriateness of inferences and action based on the test scores. It is an inductive
summary of both the adequacy of existing evidence for and appropriateness of
potential consequences of test interpretation and use (Messick, 1994, Xiaorong,
2001).
4.2.2 Study 2
For gathering data about influences of teachers’ work experiences on their
perception about preservice experiences, researchers designed a web-based open
ended questionnaire with the use of results from Study 1. The participants were first
asked how many years of work experience they had as teachers. Then they were
asked to write a short essay about how much their opinion about their pre-service
teacher education program has changed in the course of increasing work experience
as a teacher. The classification of the answers to the open-ended questionnaire was
double checked by two researchers independently.
4.3 Target population
4.3.1 Study 1
The population for Study 1 was all senior students and 2000-2004 masters’
degree of class teacher education graduates from the Departments of Teacher
Education (in Turku and Rauma) Faculty of Education at the University of Turku. The
numbers of potential participants were 161 senior students, 149 graduates from
2000, 166 graduates from 2001, 158 graduates from 2002, 206 graduates from
2003, and 180 graduates from 2004 for a total sample pool of 928. Table 1 presents
details on the total number of masters’ degree senior students and graduates from
the Departments of Teacher Education at the Faculty of Education between the years




Total Number of Masters’ Degree of Class Teacher Education Students and Graduates




N % N % N %
2000 48 4.7 101 9.9 149 14.6
2001 39 3.8 127 12.4 166 16.3
2002 46 4.5 112 11.0 158 15.5
2003 72 7.0 134 13.1 206 20.2
2004 63 6.2 117 11.5 180 17.6
Senior Students 42 4.1 119 11.7 161 15.8
Total 310 30.4 710 69.6 1020 100.0
4.3.2 Study 2
The population for Study 2 was all class teachers who had graduated from the
University of Turku and were now working in primary schools in Southwest Finland.
Of 257 respondents 53 (20.6%) teachers had between 1-5 years work experience;
76 (29.6%) between 6-10, and 128 (49.8%), had over 10 years work experience.
4.4 Data Collection
4.4.1 Data Collection Procedure of Study 1
The five-scale questionnaire was sent to all senior students by e-mail thrice
(first, after three days, and again after three days). Of 161 students, 98 (60.9%) of
them answered the online questions. (Details in tables 1 and 2)
Table 2
Status of Students’ Respondents by Gender and age / N=98
Gender Age
Male Female 21-24 25-OVER
N % N % N % N %
20 20.4 78 79.6 64 65.3 34 34.7
Of the 859 individuals who received MA degrees from Departments of Teacher
Education between the years of 2000 and 2004, the number of possible respondents
was 514. The contact information of 345 graduates was not available. To obtain the
post addresses of graduates, the researcher used a variety of methods. The main
method was contacting the Student Service Office. To obtain of addresses which
were postmarked undeliverable, the researcher used Numeronetti services (36).
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About the graduates, the data collection procedure used in this survey followed
the recommendations of De Vaus (2002). The first mailing was sent to all the
possible respondents and included a personalized cover letter, the questionnaires
and return envelopes. A follow-up postcard thanking the respondents and asking
those who had not responded to send in the questionnaire was sent out a week after
the first mailing. Along with the second follow-up, new questionnaires were sent to
graduates who were postmarked undeliverable and the researcher found new
addresses via Numeronetti services. 87, or 16.9 percent of the questionnaires were
returned as undeliverable. The third and final mailing was sent out with a new cover
letter to those who had not responded three weeks after the initial mailing. In order
to increase of the percentage of return rate, the researcher designed a web-based
questionnaire and informed the respondents that they can complete and submit the
questionnaire online at www.mehdinezhad.com. Of the 514 possible respondents
contacted, 349, or 67.9 percent responded to the survey and of 349 respondents
341, or 66.3 percent were usable and 8 or 1.6 percent were unusable, because the
respondents hadn’t completed the background information of questionnaire e.g. year
of graduation; gender; and age. Of the 341 actual respondents 238, or 69.8 percent
replied to survey online. Tables 3 to 6 present details on the total number of
graduates, the number of actual respondents from the Departments of Teacher
Education at the Faculty of Education between the years of 2000 and 2004.
Table 3 presents data about "Year of Graduation" of respondents. Of the 341,
58 participants or 17.0 percent had graduated in 2000; 71 participants or 20.8
percent in 2001; 61 participants or 17.9 percent in 2002; 78 participants or 22.9
percent in 2003; and 73 participants or 21.4 percent in 2004. In response to "sex",
108 (31.7%) participants were male and 233 (68.3%) were female.
Table 3




N % N % N %
2000 17 5.0 41 12 58 17.0
2001 18 5.3 53 15.5 71 20.8
2002 18 5.3 43 12.6 61 17.9
2003 27 8.0 51 14.9 78 22.9
2004 28 8.2 45 13.2 73 21.4
Total 108 31.7 233 68.3 341 100.0
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Table 4 presents the data relative to the age categories of the 341
respondents. Of the age categories of the respondents, there were 258 or 75.6
percent of the respondents between the ages of 25 and 34.
Table 4




In answer to this question “Do you currently have paid employment?” all 341
of graduates responded positively or yes.
Current employment status of 96.5 percent of the respondents was full-time
and 3.5 percent of respondents work Part-time. This information is in table 5.
Table 5
Graduates’ Employment Status / N=341
Employment Status N %
Full-time 329 96.5
Part-time 12 3.5
Table 6 presents information about worked related to field of studies
respondents’ status. 98.3 percent of participants responded they are working in their
field of study.
Table 6
Working in Major Area / N=341
Area of work N %
Yes 335 98.3
No 6 1.8
Also, the graduates, in answer to how long after graduation did it take they
to obtain their first job? They have obtained their first job between 0 to 3 months
after graduation.
4.4.2 Data Collection Procedure of Study 2
For gathering data about teachers’ opinions about preservice in relation to
increasing work experiences, the researcher gave the address of web-based open
ended questionnaire to the headmaster of 59 basic schools at the Southwest Finland
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directly or by e-mail and asked them to give that to teachers who graduated from
Turku University. 257 teachers answer to questions online. (Table 7)
Table 7
Teachers Status about Work Experiences / N=257
Years of Experiences N %
1 – 5 53 20.6
6 – 10 76 29.6
10 – Over 128 49.8
4.5 Data Analysis Methods
The data were analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social Science -
SPSS- (Brace et al, 2003). Statistical methods such as frequencies; percentages;
standard deviations; Analysis of Variance; Pearson Product Moment Correlation (r);
T-test; ANOVA, Bonferroni post-hoc test; and Polynomial Contrast tests meant to




5.1 Results of Study 1
Q.1: Graduates’ Ratings of the Importance of Teacher Education Programs
Generally speaking graduates’ evaluations about the importance of different
aspect of the program were quite positive (Table 8).
Table 8
Graduates’ Ratings of the Importance of Teacher Education Programs (N=341)
1= Very Unimportant 2= Unimportant 3= Average 4= Important 5= Very Important
1 2 3 4 5Variables
N % N % N % N % N %
Critical Thinking Skills 3 .9 12 3.5 27 7.9 210 61.6 89 26.1
Communication Skills 4 1.2 15 4.4 29 8.5 245 71.8 48 14.0
Attention to Ethics 1 .3 5 1.5 17 5.0 178 52.2 140 41.0
Curriculum and Instruction Knowledge 4 1.2 13 3.8 21 6.2 270 79.2 33 9.6
Role of Teacher and Teaching knowledge 3 .9 15 4.4 23 6.7 229 67.2 71 20.8
Assessment Skills 2 .6 10 2.9 36 10.6 248 72.7 45 13.2
Continuous Professional Development 5 1.5 13 3.8 24 7.0 229 67.2 70 20.5
Subject Matters Knowledge 3 .9 11 3.2 28 8.2 223 65.4 76 22.3
Knowledge of Learning Environment 3 .9 8 2.3 17 5.0 166 48.7 147 43.1
Using Educational Technology 1 .3 5 1.5 23 6.7 205 60.1 107 31.4
Overall Rating 2 .6 9 2.6 24 7.0 225 66.0 81 23.8
The means and standard deviations of the variables are presented in table 9.
The results show that teacher education programs were important in the opinion of
graduates. The average overall ratings of the importance of teacher education
programs were relatively high in all cohorts (3.9-4.3 of 5)
According to the participants’ opinions, it was most important to pay attention




Graduates’ Ratings of the Importance of Teacher Education Programs (N=341)
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 TotalVariables
N=58 N=71 N=61 N=78 N=73 N=341
Mean 4.293 4.126 3.901 3.876 4.287 4.0850Critical Thinking Skills
St. D. .4592 .7546 .5387 .9940 .4558 .7447
Mean 3.913 3.788 4.131 3.846 4.013 3.9326Communication Skills
St. D. .6292 .6952 .4646 .8071 .8078 .7101
Mean 3.982 4.493 4.344 4.500 4.219 4.3226Attention to Ethics
St. D. .9641 .5035 .6294 .5032 .5833 .6654
Mean 3.862 3.859 4.049 4.012 3.835 3.9238Curriculum and Instruction Knowledge
St. D. .7597 .3503 .3841 .7472 .7820 .6417
Mean 3.862 4.323 4.082 3.961 3.890 4.0264Role of Teacher and Teaching
knowledge St. D. .8875 .4713 .2766 .9320 .7371 .7291
Mean 3.913 4.154 4.065 3.653 4.000 3.9501Assessment Skills
St. D. .5056 .4358 .5121 .9647 .4082 .6374
Mean 3.896 4.140 4.082 3.743 4.219 4.0147Continuous Professional Development
St. D. .3072 .8501 .5258 .9100 .4166 .7494
Mean 3.724 4.056 4.065 4.346 3.972 4.0499Subject Matters Knowledge
St. D. .8943 .7725 .5121 .6412 .6003 .7157
Mean 4.586 4.577 4.442 4.025 4.013 4.3079Knowledge of Learning Environment
St. D. .4968 .6472 .5008 .9565 .5650 .7489
Mean 4.275 4.253 4.278 3.897 4.068 4.2082Using Educational Technology
St. D. .6433 .6028 .4521 .9479 .6085 .6513
Mean 3.879 4.323 4.245 4.192 4.137 4.0968Overall Rating
St. D. .5324 .4713 .4342 .8383 .6732 .6769
Graduates of the years 2001 and 2002 reported a higher level of importance of
the training they received in comparison with other groups (Table 10). The Analysis
of Variance (F (4,336) = 6.369, P<.0005) showed that there were significant
differences in the ratings of the importance of teacher education programs by year of
graduation. Employing the Bonferroni post-hoc test, significant differences were
found between 2000 and 2001 graduates as well as 2000 and 2002 graduates.
Contrast analysis showed that there was no linear trend in the importance
evaluations of the 2000-2004 graduates.
Table 10
Graduates’ Ratings of the Importance of Teacher Education Programs
by Year of Graduation (N=341)
Year of graduation N Mean St. D.
2000 58 3.8793 .5324
2001 71 4.3239 .4713
2002 61 4.2459 .4342
2003 78 3.8974 .9479
2004 73 4.1370 .6732
Total 341 4.0968 .6769
F = 6.369 df = 4, 336 Sig = .0005
Contrast, linear term, F= 0.122 Sig = .728
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Both male and female graduates reported high levels of importance of the
training they received: male (mean 4.2 of 5) and female (mean 4.1 of 5). The
Analysis of Variance (F (1, 339) = 1.508, P>.070); showed that there were no
significant differences in the ratings of the importance of teacher education programs
between genders. (Table 11)
Table 11
Graduates’ Ratings of the Importance of Teacher Education
Programs by Gender (N=341)
Gender N Mean St. D.
Male 108 4.1944 .6184
Female 233 4.0515 .6991
Total 341 4.0968 .6769
F = 3.313 df = 1, 339 Sig = .070
Graduates classified into the age group 35 years and over reported
significantly higher levels of importance of the training they received in comparison
with 25-34 years old (Table 12).
Table 12
Graduates’ Ratings of the Importance of Teacher
Education Programs by Age (N=341)
Age N Mean St. D.
25-34 258 4.0310 .68829
35- over 83 4.3012 .59949
Total 341 4.0968 .67694
F = 10.278 df = 1, 339 Sig = .001
In general, the analysis suggested a positive attitude towards the importance
of teacher education programs. There were some significant differences between the
different cohorts but no linear trend related to an increasing amount of work
experience. It seems that graduates who were older than students on average during
their study time rated the overall importance of the program higher.
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Q.2: Graduates’ Ratings of the Effectiveness of Teacher Education Programs
As shown in table 13, the graduates rated the effectiveness of teacher
education programs as very positive.
Table 13
Graduates’ Ratings of the Effectiveness of Teacher Education Programs (N=341)
1= Very Ineffective 2= Ineffective 3= Average 4= Effective 5= Very Effective
1 2 3 4 5Variables
N % N % N % N % N %
Critical Thinking Skills 4 1.2 8 2.3 29 8.5 244 71.6 56 16.4
Communication Skills 2 .6 5 1.5 29 8.5 220 64.5 85 24.9
Attention to Ethics 3 .9 9 2.6 41 12.0 198 58.1 90 26.4
Curriculum and Instruction Knowledge 4 1.2 7 2.0 36 10.6 266 78.0 28 8.2
Role of Teacher and Teaching 0 0.0 6 1.8 16 4.7 220 64.5 99 29.0
Assessment Skills 3 .9 15 4.4 29 8.5 192 56.3 102 29.9
Continuous Professional Development 6 1.8 10 2.9 24 7.0 160 46.9 141 41.4
Subject Matters Knowledge 6 1.8 17 5.0 92 27.0 208 61.0 18 5.2
Knowledge of Learning Environment 1 .3 5 1.5 74 21.6 227 66.6 34 10.0
Using Educational Technology 3 .9 7 2.0 30 8.8 223 65.4 78 22.9
Overall Rating 3 .9 14 4.1 39 11.4 213 62.5 72 21.1
The means and standard deviations of the effectiveness rating are presented
in Table 14. Results showed that overall ratings of the effectiveness of the program
were relatively positive in all cohorts (3.7-4.4 of 5). Highest effectiveness ratings
were given to the role of teacher and teaching, communication skills, continuous




Graduates’ Ratings of the Effectiveness of Teacher Education Programs (N=341)
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 TotalVariables
N=58 N=71 N=61 N=78 N=73 N=341
Mean 3.896 3.760 4.000 4.141 4.150 3.9971Critical Thinking Skills
St. D. .3072 .9144 .4472 .6391 .3602 .6708
Mean 3.913 4.408 3.951 4.282 3.958 4.1173Communication Skills
St. D. .8436 .4950 .8646 .4529 .4546 .6582
Mean 3.982 4.140 4.082 4.397 3.684 4.0645Attention to Ethics
St. D. .8270 .5927 .2766 .7088 .9556 .7526
Mean 3.655 4.169 3.803 3.756 4.068 3.9003Curriculum and Instruction
Knowledge St. D. .7621 .3774 .4008 .7418 .4810 .6054
Mean 4.189 4.070 3.918 4.423 4.369 4.2082Role of Teacher and Teaching
knowledge St. D. .3955 .7620 .5258 .6141 .4861 .6044
Mean 3.500 4.253 4.016 4.282 4.301 4.0997Assessment Skills
St. D. .9121 .6028 .4279 .8202 .6166 .7945
Mean 3.965 4.746 4.360 4.128 3.945 4.2317Continuous Professional
Development St. D. .7000 .4381 .4842 .9624 .6644 .8414
Mean 3.482 3.831 3.360 3.935 3.452 3.6305Subject Matters Knowledge
St. D. .9411 .5603 .7753 .6103 .6464 .7385
Mean 3.793 3.901 3.737 4.141 3.602 3.8446Knowledge of Learning Environment
St. D. .4086 .7589 .4435 .5278 .6819 .6154
Mean 3.741 4.225 4.245 3.948 4.178 4.0733Using Educational Technology
St. D. .9092 .6369 .4342 .4231 .6849 .6885
Mean 3.672 4.239 3.803 4.423 3.684 3.9883Overall Rating
St. D. .8248 .4298 .7488 .6349 .7795 .7553
The cohorts of graduates rated differently the effectiveness of training they
had received differently (Table 15). Analysis of Variance (F (4,336) = 17.738,
P<.0005) indicated that there were significant differences in the ratings of the
effectiveness of teacher education programs by year of graduation. Employing the
Bonferroni post-hoc test, significant differences were found between 2001 and 2003
graduates and graduates of three other cohorts. Contrast analysis showed that there
was no linear trend in the effectiveness evaluations of the 2000-2004 graduates.
Table 15
Graduates’ Ratings of the Effectiveness of Teacher Education
Programs by Year of Graduation (N=341)
Year of graduation N Mean St. D.
2000 58 3.6724 .8248
2001 71 4.2394 .4298
2002 61 3.8033 .7488
2003 78 4.4231 .6349
2004 73 3.6849 .7795
Total 341 3.9883 .7553
F = 17.738 df = 4, 336 Sig = .0005
Contrast, linear term, F = .606 Sig = .437
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Female graduates reported significantly higher levels of the effectiveness of
training they had received than male graduates (Table 16).
Table 16
Graduates’ Ratings of the Effectiveness of Teacher
Education Programs by Gender (N=341)
Gender N Mean St. D.
Male 108 3.7593 .9459
Female 233 4.0944 .6226
Total 341 3.9883 .7553
F = 15.136 df = 1, 339 Sig = .0005
Both age ranges, 35 and over and 25-34 reported high levels of the
effectiveness of training they had received. The Analysis of Variance (F (1,339) =
.690, P<.407) indicated that there were no significant differences in the ratings of
the effectiveness of teacher education programs between age groups. (Table 17)
Table 17
Graduates’ Ratings of the Effectiveness of Teacher
Education Programs by Age
Age N Mean St. D.
25-34 258 3.9690 .80792
35-OVER 83 4.0482 .56100
Total 341 3.9883 .75528
F = .690 df = 1, 339 Sig = .407
The analysis of data shows that, in general, participants presented positive
opinions about the effectiveness of the program. There were significant differences
between the cohorts in their evaluations about effectiveness but there was no linear
trend related to an increasing amount of work experience. Even though genders did
not differ in their importance ratings, females had more positive evaluation about the
effectiveness males. On the other hand, students’ age make a difference in the
importance but not in the effectiveness ratings.
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Q.3: Graduates’ Ratings of the Quality of Teacher Education Programs
Table 18 shows the respondents’ ratings of the quality of teacher education
programs. Graduates have evaluated the quality of teacher education programs quite
positively.
Table 18
Graduates’ Ratings of the Quality of Teacher Education Programs (N=341)
1= Very poor 2= Poor 3= Fair 4= Good 5= Excellent
1 2 3 4 5Variables
N % N % N % N % N %
Quality of teaching by faculty 6 1.8 18 5.3 114 33.4 157 46.0 46 13.5
Teacher’s knowledge of subject(s) 6 1.8 6 1.8 46 13.5 209 61.3 74 21.7
Course objectives and requirements
made clear
6 1.8 23 6.7 104 30.5 137 40.2 71 20.8
Content of course(s) in major area 6 1.8 30 8.8 90 26.4 153 44.9 62 18.2
Advice/counsel you received from the
advisor in your major department
12 3.5 24 7.0 91 26.7 129 37.8 85 24.9
teacher preparation program(s) 12 3.5 17 5.0 89 26.1 137 40.2 86 25.2
Methods of instruction 12 3.5 22 6.5 96 28.2 143 41.9 68 19.9
Testing and grading 0 0.0 12 3.5 91 26.7 147 43.1 91 26.7
Required courses outside in major
area(general education requirements)
0 0.0 23 6.7 51 15.0 187 54.8 80 23.5
Opportunities to increase your self-
understanding
6 1.8 35 10.3 74 21.7 142 41.6 84 24.6
Opportunities to work with other
students in groups or teams
6 1.8 5 1.5 81 23.8 131 38.4 118 43.6
Opportunities to engage in extra-
curricular activities
6 1.8 18 5.3 68 19.9 177 51.9 72 21.1
Opportunities to participate in faculty
members’ research
5 1.5 17 5.0 66 19.4 119 34.9 134 39.3
Availability of courses at convenient
times
6 1.8 12 3.5 74 21.7 163 47.8 86 25.2
Class size 6 1.8 17 5.0 78 22.9 159 46.6 81 23.8
Overall evaluation of the quality of
teacher education programs
0 .0 5 1.5 66 19.4 186 54.5 84 24.6
The means and standard deviations of the quality evaluations are presented in
Table 19. According to the means, quality evaluations of teacher education programs
at the University of Turku were relatively high in all variables but there was same
variation in respondents’ answers. Particularly, opportunities to work with other
students in groups or teams and opportunities to participate in research were




Graduates’ Ratings of the Quality of Teacher Education Programs (N=341)
Variables N=58 N=71 N=61 N=78 N=73 N=341
Mean 3.500 3.563 3.524 3.653 3.917 3.7422Quality of teaching by faculty
St. D. .6818 .9383 .8084 .9234 .6181 .8443
Mean 3.482 4.169 4.000 4.205 4.000 3.9941Teacher’s knowledge of subject(s)
St. D. .9431 .3774 .6325 .5666 .7817 .7631
Mean 3.982 3.831 3.721 3.294 3.835 3.7155Course objectives and requirements
made clear St. D. .6350 .6966 .7557 .9745 .9276 .9290
Mean 3.775 3.253 4.377 3.346 3.835 3.7891Content of course(s) in major area
St. D. .9920 .9368 .4887 .9912 .6670 .9284
Mean 3.706 3.507 3.786 3.717 3.958 3.7361Advice/counsel you received from the
advisor in your major department St. D. .9178 .9691 .9507 .9049 .9781 1.0236
Mean 4.120 3.816 3.606 3.884 3.534 3.7859teacher preparation program(s)
St. D. .7028 .9225 .7806 .9114 .1066 .9932
Mean 3.965 3.831 3.770 3.423 3.520 3.7833Methods of instruction
St. D. .7715 .5603 .9556 .9243 .9590 .9789
Mean 3.862 3.845 4.262 3.923 3.794 3.9296Testing and grading
St. D. .9505 .8044 .8926 .4773 .7986 .8195
Mean 3.793 4.169 3.885 4.166 3.684 3.9501Required courses outside in major
area(general education requirements) St. D. .9045 .3774 .7979 .9033 .7431 .8083
Mean 3.551 4.000 3.606 4.076 3.534 3.7713Opportunities to increase your self-
understanding St. D. .9109 .7171 .9871 .8021 .9149 .9914
Mean 4.103 3.732 3.983 3.948 4.369 4.0264Opportunities to work with other
students in groups or teams St. D. .8312 .9706 .7414 .8812 .6348 .8957
Mean 3.586 4.084 4.262 4.089 3.646 3.8534Opportunities to engage in extra-
curricular activities St. D. .7955 .2801 .6299 .8088 .9399 .8722
Mean 4.500 4.422 3.311 3.948 4.082 4.0557Opportunities to participate in
faculty members’ research St. D. .6818 .6472 .9574 .8042 .9769 .9578
Mean 3.793 3.577 4.295 3.923 4.000 3.9120Availability of courses at convenient
times St. D. .8738 .9296 .6149 .8181 .6872 .8734
Mean 3.982 3.521 3.819 4.089 3.863 3.9563Class size
St. D. .9159 .7533 .8662 .9000 .7695 .8976
Mean 3.793 4.000 4.082 4.153 4.041 4.0235Overall evaluation of the quality of
teacher education programs St. D. .7668 .5855 .5258 .8230 .7348 .7067
The Analysis of Variance (F (4,336) = .447, P>.774) indicated that there were
no significant differences and no linear trend in the ratings of the quality of teacher




Graduates’ Ratings of the Quality of Teacher Education Programs
by Year of Graduation (N=341)
Year of graduation N Mean St. D.
2000 58 4.0862 .2831
2001 71 4.0000 .4140
2002 61 4.0000 .4472
2003 78 4.0769 .9905
2004 73 3.9863 .3906
Total 341 4.0293 .5834
F = .447 df = 4, 336 Sig = .774
Contrast, linear term, F= .293 Sig= .589
The Analysis of Variance (F (1, 339) = .930, P>.336); showed that there were
no significant differences in the ratings of the quality of teacher education programs
between genders. (Table 21)
Table 21
Graduates’ Ratings of the Quality of Teacher Education
Programs by Gender (N=341)
Gender N Mean St. D.
Male 108 4.0741 .6221
Female 233 4.0086 .5647
Total 341 4.0293 .5834
F = .930 df = 1, 339 Sig = .336
Similarly there were no significant (F (1,339) = .009, P<.925) differences in
the ratings of the quality of teacher education programs between the age groups.
(Table 22)
Table 22
Graduates’ Ratings of the Quality of Teacher
Education Programs by Age (N=341)
Age N Mean St. D.
25-34 258 4.0310 .59750
35-OVER 83 4.0241 .54046
Total 341 4.0293 .58336
F = .009 df = 1, 339 Sig = .925
Participants’ evaluations about the quality of the teacher education programs
were generally quite positive and these ratings were not related to different cohorts,
genders or age groups. However there was slightly more variance among




Q.4: The Relationship between Graduates’ Overall Ratings of Importance
and Effectiveness and Their Overall Ratings of the Quality of Training
In attempting to analyze the relationships between ratings of teacher
education programs' overall importance, effectiveness and quality the Pearson-
Product Moment Correlations were calculated (Table 23). All the correlations were
positive but relatively low.
Table 23
Graduates’ overall ratings based on their perceptions of the importance;








R - .359 .328Overall ratings of
importance Sig. - .000 .000
R .359 - .148Overall ratings of
effectiveness Sig. .000 - .006
R .328 .148 -Overall ratings of
Quality Sig. .000 .006 -
The correlation between sub-variables related to importance and effectiveness
ratings of teacher education programs are presented in tables 24 and 25.
The correlations of all variables related to the ratings of the importance of
teacher education program (Table 24) were positive but relatively low. The highest
correlations were between attention to ethics and knowledge of subject matters;
critical thinking skills and assessment skills; role of teacher and teaching and
continuous professional development; and communication skills and continuous
professional development and the lowest correlations were between communication
skills and attention to ethics; communication skills and assessment skills; and critical




Correlation between all variables related to importance of teacher education
programs (Graduates) / N=341







r .112 .202 .4574
Sig. .019 .000 .000
r .240 .293 .237 .1555
Sig. .000 .000 .000 .002
r .356 .94 .177 .271 .3136
Sig. .000 .041 .001 .000 .000
r .214 .333 .167 .104 .349 .3777
Sig. .000 .000 .001 .028 .000 .000
r .194 .146 .380 .245 .262 .167 .1808
Sig. .000 .004 .000 .000 .000 .001 .000
r .272 .117 .129 .159 .168 .106 .139 .1919
Sig. .000 .016 .008 .002 .001 .025 .005 .000
r .205 .109 .160 .118 .149 .090 .181 .135 .10310
Sig. .000 .022 .001 .015 .003 .049 .000 .005 .028
As shown in Table 25, the correlations for all variables related to the ratings of
the effectiveness of teacher education programs were positive but relatively low.
The highest correlations were between communication skills and continuous
professional development; curriculum and instruction and continuous professional
development; and knowledge of subject matters and using educational technology
and the lowest correlations were between critical thinking skills and knowledge of
subject matters; attention to ethics and continuous professional development; role of
teacher and teaching and knowledge of learning environment; and continuous




Correlation between all variables related to effectiveness of teacher education
programs (Graduates) / N=341







r .167 .295 .1924
Sig. .001 .000 .000
r .168 .175 .074 .1375
Sig. .001 .001 .087 .006
r .105 .186 .186 .082 .0736
Sig. .066 .000 .000 .066 .089
r .105 .317 .005 .328 .037 .3797
Sig. .028 .000 .463 .000 .246 .000
r .092 .247 .091 .134 .067 .073 .2388
Sig. .045 .000 .047 .006 .107 .089 .000
r .141 .161 .130 .086 .043 .092 .080 .2559
Sig. .004 .001 .008 .39 .225 .045 .068 .000
r .131 .208 .144 .095 .055 .040 .214 .395 .08310
Sig. .007 .000 .004 .040 .155 .229 .000 .000 .064
The results of the correlation analyses show that the importance, effectiveness
and quality ratings scales are clearly separate scales and refer to different
experiences. However, there are low positive correlations between these dimensions.
Similarly, the different variables of the scales describing the different aspects of
study time experiences correlated positively but the low correlations indicate that
each aspect was evaluated separately, and there were no strong positive or negative
answering patterns. On the other hand, low correlations can be partly explained by
the relatively low variance of the variables.
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Q.5: Students’ Ratings of the Importance of Teacher Education Programs
Students’ evaluations of the importance of different aspects of the program
were quite positive (Table 26).
Table 26
Students’ Ratings of the Importance of Teacher Education Programs (N=98)
1= Very Unimportant 2= Unimportant 3= Average 4= Important 5= Very Important
1 2 3 4 5Variables
N % N % N % N % N %
Critical Thinking Skills 2 2.0 2 2.0 9 9.2 63 64.3 22 22.4
Communication Skills 0 0.0 7 7.1 6 6.1 70 71.4 15 15.3
Attention to Ethics 0 0.0 2 2.0 5 5.1 52 53.1 39 39.8
Curriculum and Instruction Knowledge 4 4.1 1 1.0 5 5.1 77 78.6 11 11.2
Role of Teacher and Teaching knowledge 0 0.0 6 6.1 7 7.1 66 67.3 19 19.4
Assessment Skills 0 0.0 4 4.1 11 11.2 70 71.4 13 13.3
Continuous Professional Development 2 2.0 3 3.1 8 8.2 58 59.2 27 27.6
Subject Matters Knowledge 0 0.0 6 6.1 8 8.2 62 63.3 22 22.4
Knowledge of Learning Environment 2 2.0 2 2.0 8 8.2 51 52.0 35 35.7
Using Educational Technology 0 0.0 2 2.0 7 7.1 59 60.2 30 30.6
Overall Rating 0 0.0 3 3.1 7 7.1 64 65.3 24 24.5
The means and standard deviations of the importance ratings are presented in
Table 27. The results show that all the aspects of teacher education programs were
rated as important by students. Differences between different aspects were quite
small, but the highest ratings were given to the attention to ethics (4.3 of 5) and
educational technology (4.2 of 5) variables, and lowest to the curriculum and
instruction (3.9 of 5) and assessment skills (3.9 of 5) variables.
Table 27
Students’ Ratings of the Importance of Teacher Education Programs (N=98)
Variables Mean Std. D
Critical Thinking Skills 4.0918 .8006
Communication Skills 4.0204 .7595
Attention to Ethics 4.3061 .6644
Curriculum and Instruction Knowledge 3.9184 .7554
Role of Teacher and Teaching Knowledge 4.1837 .6788
Assessment Skills 4.0000 .6886
Attention to Continuous Professional Development 4.1224 .8405
Subject Matters 4.0714 .7766
Learning Environment Knowledge 4.1735 .8252
Using Educational Technology 4.1939 .6526
Overall Rating 4.1939 .6984
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Both male and female students gave high levels to the importance ratings of
the training they had received. And there was no significant (F (1, 96) = .082,
P>.775) difference between the genders (Table 28).
Table 28
Students’ Ratings of the Importance of Teacher Education
Programs by Gender (N=98)
Gender N Mean St. D.
Male 20 4.1500 .6708
Female 78 4.1026 .6564
Total 98 4.1122 .6562
F = .082 df = 1, 96 Sig = .775
Both age groups gave high levels to the importance ratings of the training they
had received and there was no significant (F (1, 96) = .003, P>.953) difference
between the age groups (Table 29).
Table 29
Students’ Ratings of the Importance of Teacher
Education Programs by Age (N=98)
Age N Mean St. D.
21-24 64 4.1094 .7372
25-OVER 34 4.1176 .4777
Total 98 4.1122 .6562
F = .003 df = 1, 96 Sig = 953
Generally speaking students’ opinions about the importance of different
aspects of teacher education program are quite positive and there are no differences




Q.6: Students’ Ratings of the Effectiveness of Teacher Education Programs
As shown in table 30, the students rated the effectiveness of teacher
education programs as positive.
Table 30
Students’ Ratings of the Effectiveness of Teacher Education Programs (N=98)
1= Very Ineffective 2= Ineffective 3= Average 4= Effective 5= Very Effective
1 2 3 4 5Variables
N % N % N % N % N %
Critical Thinking Skills 0 0.0 2 3.5 6 10.5 39 68.4 10 17.5
Communication Skills 0 0.0 1 1.8 7 12.3 36 63.2 12 22.8
Attention to Ethics 0 0.0 4 7.0 9 15.8 36 63.2 8 14.0
Curriculum and Instruction Knowledge 1 1.8 2 3.5 6 10.5 38 66.7 10 17.5
Role of Teacher and Teaching 0 0.0 1 1.8 3 5.3 36 63.2 17 29.8
Assessment Skills 0 0.0 1 1.8 6 10.5 30 52.6 20 35.1
Continuous Professional Development 1 1.8 2 3.5 6 10.5 35 61.4 13 22.8
Subject Matters Knowledge 0 0.0 5 8.8 17 29.8 30 52.6 5 8.8
Knowledge of Learning Environment 0 0.0 1 1.8 19 33.3 33 57.9 4 7.0
Using Educational Technology 0 0.0 5 8.8 5 8.8 25 43.9 22 38.6
Overall Rating 0 0.0 3 5.3 16 28.1 27 47.4 11 19.3
The means and standard deviations of the effectiveness ratings are presented
in Table 31. Results showed that teacher education programs were rated as
effective. The highest effectiveness ratings were given to the “role of teacher and
teaching knowledge” (4.3 of 5), “using educational technology” (4.1 of 5) and
“assessment Skills” (4.3 of 5) variables and lowest to the “knowledge of subject
matters” (3.7 of 5) variable.
Table 31
Students’ Ratings of the Effectiveness of Teacher Education Programs (N=98)
Variables Mean Std. D
Critical Thinking Skills 4.1020 .7106
Communication Skills 4.1837 .6788
Attention to Ethics 3.8776 .7768
Curriculum and Instruction Knowledge 4.0000 .7035
Role of Teacher and Teaching Knowledge 4.2857 .6092
Assessment Skills 4.2755 .6701
Attention to Continuous Professional Development 4.0510 .7649
Subject Matters 3.7347 .8440
Learning Environment Knowledge 3.8673 .6679
Using Educational Technology 4.1429 .8615
Overall Rating 4.0204 .7992
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Female students rated the effectiveness of training higher than males (Table
32). The difference between genders was statistically significant (F (1, 96) = 5.221,
P<.025).
Table 32
Students’ Ratings of the Effectiveness of Teacher Education
Programs by Gender (N=98)
Gender N Mean St. D.
Male 20 3.5500 .9987
Female 78 3.9872 .6931
Total 98 3.8980 .7798
F = 5.221 df = 1, 96 Sig = .025
There was no significant difference between the age groups (F (1, 96) =
1.529, P>.219). (Table 33)
Table 33
Students’ Ratings of the Effectiveness of Teacher
Education Programs by Age (N=98)
Age N Mean St. D.
21-24 64 3.9688 .7962
25-OVER 34 3.7647 .7410
Total 98 3.8980 .7798
F = 1.529 df = 1, 96 Sig = .219
Students’ rating of the effectiveness of teacher training program was quite
positive. Female students had slightly more positive evaluations than males but
students’ age does not make any difference.
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Q.7: Students’ Ratings of the Quality of Teacher Education Programs
Table 34 shows the respondents’ ratings of the quality of teacher education
programs. Students rated the quality of the program moderately positive.
Table 34
Students’ Ratings of the quality of Teacher Education Programs (N=98)
1= Very poor 2= Poor 3= Fair 4= Good 5= Excellent
1 2 3 4 5Variables
N % N % N % N % N %
Quality of teaching by faculty 2 2.0 6 6.1 33 33.7 42 42.9 15 15.3
Teacher’s knowledge of subject(s) 2 2.0 2 2.0 13 13.3 58 59.2 23 23.5
Course objectives and requirements
made clear
0 0.0 6 6.1 30 30.6 42 42.9 20 20.4
Content of course(s) in major area 2 2.0 8 8.2 24 24.5 43 43.9 21 21.4
Advice/counsel you received from the
advisor in your major department
2 2.0 4 4.1 24 24.5 41 41.8 27 27.6
teacher preparation program(s) 4 4.1 5 5.1 24 24.5 40 40.8 25 25.5
Methods of instruction 4 4.1 6 6.1 29 29.6 38 38.8 21 21.4
Testing and grading 0 0.0 4 4.1 26 26.5 43 43.9 25 25.5
Required courses outside in major
area(general education requirements)
0 0.0 8 8.2 13 13.3 53 54.1 24 24.5
Opportunities to increase your self-
understanding
2 2.0 12 12.2 20 20.4 44 44.9 20 20.4
Opportunities to work with other
students in groups or teams
0 0.0 3 3.1 18 18.4 33 33.7 44 44.9
Opportunities to engage in extra-
curricular activities
2 2.0 8 8.1 18 18.4 51 52.0 19 19.4
Opportunities to participate in faculty
members’ research
1 1.0 5 5.1 21 21.4 39 39.8 32 32.7
Availability of courses at convenient
times
2 2.0 4 4.1 20 20.4 44 44.9 28 28.6
Class size 0 0.0 1 1.0 23 23.5 52 53.1 22 22.4
Overall evaluation of the quality of
teacher education programs
0 0.0 2 2.0 6 6.1 71 72.4 19 19.4
Means and standard deviations of the quality of the program are presented in
Table 35. Highest quality ratings were given to the variables “Opportunities to work
with other students in groups of teams” and “teachers knowledge of subject(s)”.
Lowest quality rating was given to the variable “quality of teaching by faculty”.




Students’ Ratings of the Quality of Teacher Education Programs (N=98)
Variables Mean St. D.
Quality of teaching by faculty 3.7755 .9364
Teacher’s knowledge of subject(s) 4.1224 .7900
Course objectives and requirements made clear 3.9592 .8725
Content of course(s) in major area 3.8878 .9832
Advice/counsel you received from the advisor in your major department 3.9898 .9360
teacher preparation program(s) 3.8878 1.0343
Methods of instruction 3.8061 1.0220
Testing and grading 4.0510 .8295
Required courses outside in major area(general education requirements) 4.0102 .8433
Opportunities to increase your self-understanding 3.8163 1.0289
Opportunities to work with other students in groups or teams 4.2653 .8317
Opportunities to engage in extra-curricular activities 3.9286 .9443
Opportunities to participate in faculty members’ research 4.0612 .9174
Availability of courses at convenient times 4.0816 .8696
Class size 3.9592 .9407
Overall evaluation of the quality of teacher education programs 4.0918 .5759
There were no significant (F (1, 96) = .005, P>.944) differences in the quality
ratings between males and females (Table 36)
Table 36
Students’ Ratings of the Quality of Teacher Education Programs
by Gender (N=98)
Gender N Mean St. D.
Male 20 4.1000 .5525
Female 78 4.0897 .5852
Total 98 4.0918 .5759
F =.005 df = 1, 96 Sig = .944
No significant difference (F (1, 96) = .335, P>.681) was found in the quality
ratings between age groups either (Table 37).
Table 37
Students’ Ratings of the Quality of Teacher Education
Programs by Age
Age N Mean St. D.
21-24 64 4.1094 .5667
25-OVER 34 4.0588 .6001
Total 98 4.0918 .5759
F = .335 df = 1, 96 Sig = .681
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Students’ ratings about the quality of the teacher education program were
moderately positive and there were no gender or age group differences in the ratings
but in individual students’ ratings there were somewhat variation.
Q.8: The Relationship between Students’ Overall Ratings of Importance;
Effectiveness and Their Overall Ratings of the Quality of Training
In order to evaluate the relationships between teacher education programs'
overall importance and effectiveness, Pearson-Product Moment Correlations were
calculated.
In Table 38, the correlations between the overall ratings of quality,
effectiveness and importance of the programs are presented. There were positive but
relatively low correlations between the subscales.
Table 38
Students’ overall ratings based on their perceptions of the importance; effectiveness







r - .325 .273Overall ratings of
importance Sig. - .001 .007
r .325 - .337Overall ratings of
effectiveness Sig. .001 - .000
r .273 .337 -Overall ratings of
Quality Sig. .007 .000 -
The correlation between the sub-variables of the importance and effectiveness
scales of teacher education programs was computed separately (tables 39 and 40).
As shown in Table 39, there were positive but mainly low correlations between the
variables.
The highest correlations were between attention to ethics, curriculum and




Correlation between all variables related to importance of teacher education
programs (Students) / N=98







r .013 .108 .5024
Sig. .895 .291 .000
r .131 .243 .130 .0005
Sig. .198 .016 .203 1.000
r .425 .007 .190 .246 .2256
Sig. .000 .946 .061 .015 .026
r .294 .185 .092 .010 .299 .4247
Sig. .003 .069 .365 .926 .003 .000
r .200 .041 .279 .241 .270 .019 .0488
Sig. .049 .689 .005 .017 .007 .853 .636
r .073 .055 .060 .258 .157 .038 .104 .0959
Sig. .475 .589 .556 .010 .124 .708 .308 .354
r .053 .001 .067 .030 .110 .045 .162 .114 .09010
Sig. .603 .995 .512 .767 .281 .657 .111 .263 .378
As shown in table 40, there was positive but quite low correlation between all




Correlation between all variables related to effectiveness of teacher education
programs (Students) / N=98







r .088 .222 .1624
Sig. .388 .028 .111
r .088 .133 .097 .0255
Sig. .387 .191 .343 .806
r .120 .269 .001 .175 .2126
Sig. .241 .007 .993 .085 .036
r .145 .297 .132 .230 .118 .1947
Sig. .154 .003 .195 .023 .246 .056
r .062 .126 .052 .019 .200 .068 .1728
Sig. .545 .217 .614 .851 .048 .506 .090
r .319 .213 .184 .094 .058 .060 .187 .0799
Sig. .001 .035 .069 .356 .567 .555 .066 .439
r .028 .140 .073 .136 .105 .105 .011 .265 .20910
Sig. .782 .169 .473 .182 .302 .305 .913 .008 .039
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Q.9: Are There Significant Differences between Graduates and 4th Year
students in Rating the Importance, Effectiveness, and Quality of Teacher
Education Programs?
The main target of this study was to investigate if there are differences
between graduates and students in the 4th year of their ratings of the importance,
effectiveness, and quality of teacher education programs? T-test showed that there
were no significant mean differences between graduates’ and students ratings of the
importance of different aspect of teacher training programs almost in all variables.
(See tables 41 - 43)
Table 41
Graduates’ and Students’ Ratings of the Importance of Teacher Education Programs
(N=439)
1= Very Unimportant 2= Unimportant 3= Average 4= Important 5= Very Important
Variables Groups N Mean Std. D. T-Test Sig.
Graduates 341 4.0850 .7447Critical Thinking Skills
Students 98 4.0918 .8006
.388 .534
Graduates 341 3.9326 .7101Communication Skills
Students 98 4.0204 .7595
.387 .534
Graduates 341 4.3226 .6654Attention to Ethics
Students 98 4.3061 .6644
.009 .924
Graduates 341 3.9238 .6417Curriculum and Instruction Knowledge
Students 98 3.9184 .7554
.406 .524
Graduates 341 4.0264 .7291Role of Teacher and Teaching knowledge
Students 98 4.1837 .6788
2.044 .154
Graduates 341 3.9501 .6374Assessment Skills
Students 98 4.0000 .6886
.379 .538
Graduates 341 4.0147 .7494Continuous Professional Development
Students 98 4.1224 .8405
5.512 .019
Graduates 341 4.0499 .7157Subject Matters Knowledge
Students 98 4.0714 .7766
1.772 .184
Graduates 341 4.3079 .7489Knowledge of Learning Environment
Students 98 4.1735 .8252
.013 .909
Graduates 341 4.2082 .6513Using Educational Technology
Students 98 4.1939 .6526
.005 .945
Graduates 341 4.0968 .6769Overall Rating
Students 98 4.1939 .6984
2.786 .096
The means of graduates’ and 4th year students’ ratings of the effectiveness of
teacher education program are presented in Table 42. The results of the t-tests show
that in overall rating there was no significant difference. Students rated critical
thinking skills and using educational technology items significantly higher, whereas
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graduates had more positive evaluations about the effectiveness related to
continuous professional development.
Table 42
Graduates’ and Students’ Ratings of the Effectiveness of Teacher Education Programs
(N=439)
1= Very Ineffective 2= Ineffective 3= Average 4= Effective 5= Very Effective
Variables Groups N Mean Std. D. T-Test Sig.
Graduates 341 3.9971 .6708Critical Thinking Skills
Students 98 4.1020 .7106
4.789 .029
Graduates 341 4.1173 .6582Communication Skills
Students 98 4.1837 .6788
1.945 .164
Graduates 341 4.0645 .7526Attention to Ethics
Students 98 3.8776 .7768
.441 .507
Graduates 341 3.9003 .6054Curriculum and Instruction Knowledge
Students 98 4.0000 .7035
.742 .389
Graduates 341 4.2082 .6044Role of Teacher and Teaching knowledge
Students 98 4.2857 .6092
1.352 .246
Graduates 341 4.0997 .7945Assessment Skills
Students 98 4.2755 .6701
.140 .708
Graduates 341 4.2317 .8414Continuous Professional Development
Students 98 4.0510 .7649
5.561 .019
Graduates 341 3.6305 .7385Subject Matters Knowledge
Students 98 3.7347 .8440
3.275 .071
Graduates 341 3.8446 .6154Knowledge of Learning Environment
Students 98 3.8673 .6679
.839 .360
Graduates 341 4.0733 .6885Using Educational Technology
Students 98 4.1429 .8615
12.678 .000
Graduates 341 3.9883 .7553Overall Rating
Students 98 4.0204 .7992
2.914 .089
The means of graduates’ and 4th year students’ ratings of the quality of teacher
education program are presented in table 42. There was no significant difference in
the overall rating of the quality. The individual item students rated slightly higher





Graduates’ and Students’ Ratings of the Quality of Teacher Education Programs
(N=439)
1= Very poor 2= Poor 3= Fair 4= Good 5= Excellent
Variables Groups N Mean Std. D. T-Test Sig.
Graduates 341 3.6422 .8443Quality of teaching by faculty
Students 98 3.7755 .9364
.662 .416
Graduates 341 3.9941 .7631Teacher’s knowledge of subject(s)
Students 98 4.1224 .7900
1.153 .283
Graduates 341 3.7155 .9290Course objectives and requirements
made clear Students 98 3.9592 .8725
3.314 .069
Graduates 341 3.6891 .9284Content of course(s) in major area
Students 98 3.8878 .9832
.111 .739
Graduates 341 3.7361 1.0236Advice you received from the advisor
in your major department Students 98 3.9898 .9360
5.336 .021
Graduates 341 3.7859 .9932teacher preparation program(s)
Students 98 3.8878 1.0343
.027 .869
Graduates 341 3.6833 .9789Methods of instruction
Students 98 3.8061 1.0220
.067 .795
Graduates 341 3.9296 .8195Testing and grading
Students 98 4.0510 .8295
.041 .840
Graduates 341 3.9501 .8083Required courses outside in major
area Students 98 4.0102 .8433
.001 .978
Graduates 341 3.7713 .9914Opportunities to increase your self-
understanding Students 98 3.8163 1.0289
.002 .967
Graduates 341 4.0264 .8957Opportunities to work with other
students in groups or teams Students 98 4.2653 .8317
.233 .630
Graduates 341 3.8534 .8722Opportunities to engage in extra-
curricular activities Students 98 3.9286 .9443
.008 .928
Graduates 341 4.0557 .9578Opportunities to participate in faculty
members’ research Students 98 4.0612 .9174
.574 .449
Graduates 341 3.9120 .8734Availability of courses at convenient
times Students 98 4.0816 .8696
.004 .949
Graduates 341 3.8563 .8976Class size
Students 98 3.9592 .9407
.117 .732
Graduates 341 4.0293 .5834Overall evaluation of the quality of




5.1.1 Summary of Study 1
After observing and reviewing the frequencies and percentages involved in the
tabulation and computation process of the data analysis for the questions in this
study and after comparing the ratings and independent variables' effects upon
ratings, it was concluded that:
A majority of the respondents (graduates and students) rated the overall
importance, effectiveness and quality of the teacher education programs as
important, effective and good.
Generally speaking there were only a few significant differences between the
cohorts and groups related to the background variables (gender, age).
The different cohorts were rating the quality of the programs very similarly but
some differences between the cohorts were found in the importance and
effectiveness ratings. Graduates of 2001 and 2002 rated the importance of the
program significantly higher than 2000 graduates. The effectiveness of the programs
was rated significantly higher by 2001 and 2003 graduates than other groups. In
spite of these individual differences between cohorts there were no linear trends
among the year cohorts in any measure.
In respondents’ ratings of the effectiveness of teacher education programs
there was significant difference between males and females; females rated it higher
than males. There were no significant differences between males’ and females’
ratings of the importance and quality of programs.
In the ratings there was only one difference between age groups. Older
graduates (35 years or older) rated the importance of the teacher training
significantly higher that 25-35 years old graduates.
In graduates’ ratings there were positive but relatively low correlations
between all variables related to importance, effectiveness and quality of Teacher
Education Programs.
Generally speaking students’ ratings about importance, effectiveness and
quality of teacher education program were very positive. There was only one
significant difference related to the background variables. Females rated higher the
effectiveness of the program.
The comparison of students’ and graduates’ perception about importance,
effectiveness, and quality of teacher education programs showed that there were no
significant differences between graduates and students in the overall ratings.
However there were differences in some individual variables. Students rated higher
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in importance of “Continuous Professional Development”, effectiveness of “Critical
Thinking Skills” and “Using Educational Technology” and quality of “Advice received from
the advisor”. Graduates rated higher in importance of “Knowledge of Learning
Environment” and effectiveness of “Continuous Professional Development”.
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5.2 Results of Study 2
Q.10: What teachers’ [Graduates] believe about how increasing work
experience has changed their opinions of their preservice training?
The results presented above show that teachers’ (graduates) and teacher
students’ answers are surprisingly similar when they evaluate their pre-service
program with a structured rating instrument. Increasing teaching experience did not
result in any systematic changes in these evaluations. However, the results based on
the open-ended questions used in Study 2, show somewhat different results. Even
though it was not always explicitly formulated, the answers of many teachers
implicated that their opinions have changed substantially during their increased work
experience. There were also many teachers who mentioned that their perception has
not changed about the appropriateness and quality of training that they received at
the Faculty of Education. A direct comparison with the results of Study 1 is not
possible because the sampling method was different and the samples only partially
overlapped.
A majority of teachers who mentioned that their opinions have changed did
mention that in real teaching work they have noticed what is missing from pre-
service training or what weaknesses there were in the content and organization of
the study program. A teacher who had 11 years work experience put it as follows:
My opinions have become more critical. During the teacher training
students should get a better understanding about the school-age
child's life and more skills to support children in their development.
For the teaching of social skills I did not get adequate support in the
teacher training.
In my opinion the practical work among primary school children should
be every teacher's strength.
However, there were also many teachers who mentioned that it is only after a
couple of years work experience that they have learned to appreciate many aspects
of their pre-service training which they didn’t fully understand during their study
time.
Now after several years of work experience I appreciate more the
teacher education I got.
In the practical work I have realized the complexity of the relation
between theoretical studies and the skills I learned in practical work.
University can not focus on teaching the similar kind of practical
“tricks” you learn in your daily work.
Teachers’ answers to the open-ended question did not only tell if their opinions
have changed but gave a rich variety of opinions and evaluations about teacher
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education and work conditions which directly or indirectly consisted of proposals for
developing the content of teacher education programs. The answers were classified
on the basis of the features of teacher education programs participants would like to
change or make stronger. Altogether 12 different categories of proposed changes
were found (Table 44). The N of proposals is larger than the N of participants
because one answer could consist of several categories.
Table 44
Respondents’ suggestions to teacher education programs
Variables N %
More emphasis on:
Practical-based courses and programs 139 54.1
Student characteristics (e.g. students’ learning differences,




Communication with Multi Professional teams e.g. psychologists
and social workers
75 29.4
Comprehensive education about school and classroom management 46 17.9
Knowledge of subject matters 37 14.4
Knowledge of new technology or ICT 34 13.2
Pupil evaluation methods and aptitude tests 23 8.9
Teacher’s rights and duties or responsibility 22 8.6
Designing lesson plans to help students 21 8.2
New teaching methods 20 7.8
Enhancing motivation to learn 19 7.4
Practical-based courses and programs: More than half of the participants
proposed that teacher education programs must pay more attentions to practical
knowledge and skills needed in teachers work. According to this group the primary
function of pre-service teacher education courses is to prepare students for school
teaching. It seems that there is not an appropriate balance between theoretical and
practical knowledge in programs.
For example teachers said:
It is important that teacher education emphasizes more on practice
than theory.
I have found a gap between the skills that have been learned in
theoretical studying and practical work.
Besides making students’ familiar with materials, teaching methods and
programs associated with the curriculum areas, all teacher education courses must
place an emphasis on practical school experience and integrate at least the following
aspects with classroom practice:
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Communication skills: Participants emphasized good communication skills
with colleagues, multi professional teams and parents. Successful teachers must be
capable of communicating with students, parents, and other professional.
Interpersonal skills are essential in today’s schools where decision-making is shared
and trust is built through collaborative working relationships among teachers,
principals, multi professional, and parents.
As some teachers said:
We didn’t get guidance on how to meet the pupils' parents. After
several years as teacher I have noticed that there are some
weaknesses in teacher education programs e.g. cooperation between
home and the school [teachers and parents]; multi professionals e.g.
psychologists, counselors and social worker.
In the education, teacher students should be trained to meet parents.
The teacher education did not give any readiness for the meeting or
operating with parents of the students with learning disabilities.
Student characteristics: Participants emphasized learning approaches to
teaching and learning to provide effective and challenging student learning and adapt
subject content to suit the individual learning needs of all students. Students with
learning differences represent a wide range of problem areas - learning disabilities
(reading, writing and mathematics), memory issues, processing information and
problem solving, attention/concentration deficits, organization issues, language and
communication problems, sensory handicaps (vision and hearing).
In this case some teachers believed that:
Nowadays one meets so many different learning difficulties in the work
and we have received rather little education for the meeting of them.
I got little competences in the teacher education to cope with pupils
and to understand learning difficulties.
In teacher education, meeting of the different learners should be taken
into more consideration.
In my opinion, in teacher education programs there was little
information about the learning difficulties and about the meeting of
different pupils.
Classroom management: Participants emphasized learning approaches to
successful classroom management. Teachers, especially novice ones, continue to
report that classroom management is one of their greatest challenges in the
classroom. Classroom management involves the full range of teacher teacher's
efforts to oversee classroom activities such as learning, social interaction, and
student behavior.
For example a teacher said:
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Teacher education should provide situations for student teachers so
those can practice more educational management.
Enhancing motivation to learn: Participants emphasized developing an
understanding of child development, learning and motivation at all levels, including
points of transition such as those in the early years of schooling and adolescence.
Motivation in the classroom is an essential component of teaching. In schools,
teachers can have a significant impact on students’ motivation to learn. Thus, it is
not causeless that teachers would like to know more about methods of students’
motivation, as one teacher said:
We would want to learn more about methods of motivating students in
teacher education. In other words, how can teachers develop students'
motivation?
Knowledge of subject matters: Participants emphasized acquiring a
strong knowledge of subject matters. This is an essential part of a teachers’
knowledge that goes beyond specific topics within a curriculum, it is the subject
matter that is to be taught. The subject matter of any area of study, in very broad
terms, includes the topics, facts, definitions, procedures, concepts, organizing
structures, representations, influences, reasons, truths and connections within the
area of study and the connections outside the area of study to other areas. About the
knowledge of subject matters one respondent stated:
The content of teacher education courses in this case must be related
to primary schools’ books.
Pupil evaluation methods and aptitude tests: Participants emphasized
gaining knowledge of assessment strategies, data analysis and reporting practices
appropriate to the subject discipline and level of maturation of school students. It is
important for teachers to have a clear vision of their roles and responsibilities to
provide the best teaching strategies for their students. The instructor’s role is a
dynamic one that requires having individuals who are able to create a virtual climate
that encourages meaningful individual and collaborative learning. Assessment is an
important element in the teaching and learning process that challenges instructors to
consider evaluation techniques that meet the learning needs of today’s learners. The
teacher’s assessment strategies are significant because they provide a relational
prompt for students and insights into the educational process. Evaluating the
teaching and learning process involves a host of activities such as creating course




According some teachers, they need more knowledge about this variable, as
one of them said:
Teacher education programs should pay more attention to knowledge
of students’ assessment methods in separate subjects.
Knowledge of new technology or ICT: Participants emphasized being able
to demonstrate a developing competence and confidence in the use of a range of
learning technologies (ICT) in the classroom. The use of technology in an appropriate
manner can enhance the learning process. Technology can play a vital role in helping
students meet higher standards and perform at increased levels by promoting
alternative, innovative approaches to teaching and learning. Teachers can use the
new technology to improve their teaching, give it more variety and make it better
suited for a more diverse group of students. Teachers should have the latest
knowledge of educational technology and they need to be able to apply ICT in their
work. Thus, teacher education curricula and programs should give students
opportunities to learn how to use ICT. In this category one teacher suggested:
Teacher education programs should update their courses about ICT
knowledge for their students.
Teacher’s rights and duties or responsibility: Participants emphasized
learning to be familiar with teacher’s rights and duties or responsibilities. Teachers
have a right to: Contribute to the policy and practices of the school’s curriculum; be
free from verbal abuse, physical abuse and all forms of discrimination and
harassment; courtesy and respect from students, parents and colleagues and all
members of the school community; respect for their professional
views/opinions/contributions; work in a safe, healthy and pleasant environment,
have their property kept safe; experience minimal classroom disruption; expect
students to be punctual; and receive regular communication regarding current school
activities and alterations to usual procedures and also have duties to: Provide quality
programs of instruction in accordance with System guidelines and school policy;
model courteous, respectful and supportive behavior and treat all members of the
school community with consideration; demonstrate a duty of care towards students;
Provide learning experiences and expectations that assist students to become
independent and lifelong learners; provide and maintain a safe, supportive, healthy
and hygienic learning environment for students; develop and maintain regular
communication with parents about student welfare and other educational matters;
inform students and parents of the school behavior plan and class rules and the
consequences of inappropriate behavior; develop collaboratively with students a
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classroom behavior management plan including set of class rules and to display such
in the classroom and circulate to parents/careers; and regularly discuss the
classroom behavior management plan with students.
New teaching methods: Participants emphasized being able to acquire new
teaching methods. It is very important that the students have time to do the
exercises under the supervision of the teacher. The use of multimedia materials,
together with a less intensive use of slides or the blackboard, has proven to be very
positive; it favors understanding of concepts that are too complex to illustrate
graphically. Innovative teaching methods need to be incorporated into lessons and
assessments in order to enhance the learning process by surprising students every
day.
Many teachers strongly emphasized continuous development in their work.
For them it seemed to be natural that they face new challenges. According to
their answers, routine skills cannot be enough for coping with these challenges,
but more general level conceptual understanding and reflection is needed. Some
of the teachers emphasized the role of in -serv ice training whereas other
expressed that the individual and/or collective reflection of these new challenges
and deliberate attempts to develop new skills and practices are key processes in
coping with these challenges. The following answers characterize this kind of
work approach:
Theoretical basis for work is important. Even though the work is partly
very practical it is also very challenging and you have to understand
the systemic whole. There are many changing demands teachers have
to cope with. Thus the reflective and inquiry-based approach to the
work has helped me to reshape my work.
Learning environments, curriculum and many frame factors and
constrains of the work are changing so much that comprehensive
updating of knowledge and skills is needed in different phases of the
career. It does not mean only voluntary in-service training but also
conscious attempt to reflect and improve own professional practice.
There are other teachers who describe the demands on teachers’ profession
in very different terms and emphasize the skills needed to carry out the different
routine tasks of everyday work. Their view of the teaching profession seems to be
more stabile. This does not mean that they would only see teaching as a set of
simple practices. Some of the tasks are demanding and complex , but these
teachers seem to believe that there are “ready made” routines which can be used
in dealing with the tasks.
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It would be important to focus on training teachers to use the basic
teaching methods. It is very obvious that the new creative methods do
not work.
I was an idealist when I graduated, but in my first workplace the more
experienced colleagues changed very soon my conceptions about the
work. My daily work is very much focused on carrying out small
routines. These small routines were not emphasized in my pre-service
education.
Because of the limitations of the data, it is not possible to present
statistically confirmed results about the frequencies of these two orientations and
the relationship between the work orientations and opinions about teacher
education programs. However, preliminary results show that b oth groups
mentioned positive and also critical remarks about the teacher education program
they had attended in the university. However, there were qualitative differences
in their answers. Those teachers who conceptualized the teaching profession as a
dynamically changing expertise appreciated the theoretical studies more, whereas
teachers with a more stable professional view mainly argued that teacher training
should focus more on teaching the concrete practices and routines needed in
teacher profession.
6 Conclusion and Discussion
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6.1 Main Findings and discussion
This study consists of two parts. The main aim of Study 1 was to investigate
how students and graduates rate the importance, effectiveness, and quality of the
preservice experiences that they have received in teacher education and if these
ratings are dependant on theirs amount of experience as a teacher. In Study 2 the
aim was to investigate what teachers’ [graduates] believe about how increasing work
experience has changed their opinions of their pre-service training. In addition, study
2 aimed at analyzing if teachers’ evaluations about pre-service training are related to
different orientations to work and professional development.
A repeated cross-sectional research method was used to obtain data for study
1. The data collection instrument was a Likert-scale questionnaire with 5 options. It
consisted of background questions and 94 items dealing with different aspects of the
subject’s teacher training program. The participants in Study 1 were senior students
(4th study year, N=98) and 2000-2004 masters’ degree graduates (N=439) from the
Teacher Education Departments of the Faculty of Education at the University of
Turku.
The data of Study 2 was based on a background question (amount of teaching
experience) and an open-ended question in which the participants were asked to
write a short essay about how much their opinions of the preservice teacher
education program had changed during the course of their increasing work
experience as a teacher. The participants in Study 2 were class teachers who
graduated from the University of Turku and now worked in primary schools in South-
West Finland. All together 257 teachers answered to the web-based questionnaire. In
Study 2 there was more variation in the year of graduation than in Study 1.
The main findings from this study revealed the importance, effectiveness and
quality of teacher education programs. The respondents showed a positive attitude
toward teacher education programs. A majority of the respondents rated the overall
importance of the teacher education programs as important or very important. In the
opinion of the respondents, having and developing the knowledge, attitudes, and
skills, such as, critical thinking skills, communication skills, work ethics, curriculum
and instruction, knowledge about role of the teacher and teaching, assessment skills,
attention to continuous improvement, knowledge of subject matters, knowledge of
learning environments, and using instructional technology are important, and
teacher education programs at the Turku Faculty of Education were effective in
providing these abilities. They also rated the quality of training that they have
received as good or excellent. The results also showed that there was a positive
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relationship between respondents' overall importance and effectiveness ratings and
their overall evaluating of the quality of the teacher education they had received. In
total, the majority of the respondents were generally satisfied with the teacher
education programs.
In the graduates’ ratings there were significant differences in some individual
variables between the cohorts (2000-2004 graduated). Graduates of the years 2001
and 2002 reported a higher level of importance of the training they received in
comparison with other groups. In effectiveness ratings 2001 and 2003 graduates had
more positive opinions than graduates of the three other cohorts. In quality ratings
there were no differences between the five cohorts. However, there were no
systematic overall differences or any linear trends related to the increasing work
experience.
The results indicated a few significant relationships between background
variables and evaluations of the programs. Graduates who were older than students
on average during their study time rated the overall importance of the program
slightly higher, and females had more positive evaluation of the effectiveness than
males.
There were only some minor differences between the ratings of graduates and
4th year students on individual items. In overall ratings of importance, effectiveness
and quality of teacher education programs, there were no significant differences
between students and graduates. On effectiveness questions, students rated critical
thinking skills and using educational technology items higher, whereas graduates had
more positive evaluations about the effectiveness related to continuous professional
development. Students rated the quality of the advice they received from the advisor
in their major department higher than graduates.
The very positive evaluations presented by students in the structured
questionnaire are fully in line with the similar studies elsewhere. (NCTAF, 1996,
2003; Bean & Vesper, 1994; Peutherer, 2001; Jernigan & Langer, 1997; Nelson et
al, 1994; Garza, 2000; Greenwald et al, 1996; Abernathy, Forsyth, & Mitchell, 2001;
Grosso de Leon, 2001; Reynolds, 1992; Jegede, Taplin & Chan, 2000; Borko &
Putnam, 1995; Glaser, 1987; Darling-Hammond, 1997). For example, Murray and
Porter (1996) addressed the importance of establishing and enhancing a strong
relationship among the general education programs, subject content knowledge, and
pedagogical knowledge in the preparation of educators. Or Schulman (1987), in his
study of a knowledge base for educators, identified seven broad categories of
knowledge that constitute the major components of the knowledge base for a
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classroom teacher, and therefore, are necessary for successful, reflective practice.
They include content knowledge; general pedagogical knowledge; curriculum
knowledge; pedagogical content knowledge; knowledge of learners and their
characteristics; knowledge of educational contexts; and knowledge of educational
ends, purposes, and values, and their philosophical, social, political and historical
grounds. Also, Retta and Dennis (2006, p. 46) indicated that the teacher must be
able “to use multiple assessment modes and approaches aligned with learning goals
to assess student learning before, during and after instruction”.
The analysis data also showed the effectiveness of teacher education programs
in preparing graduates to function as an educator in his/her job. In support of this
result, the effectiveness of teacher education programs, researches have commonly
reported positive feedback (Darling-Hammond, 1997; Jakku-Sihvonen, 2002; Saari
2003; Brian et al, 2004; Bickert0n et al, 2001, 2004; Lerer et al, 2002; Zelazek et
al, 1998; Flowers, 2002; Smoot, 2003; Donovan, 20001; Taylor, 2004; UMD
Department of Education, 2002 NCTAF, 1996, 2003). For example, (Grosso de Leon,
2001; Reynolds, 1992; Jegede, Taplin & Chan, 2000; Borko & Putnam, 1995; Glaser,
1987) have proposed different kinds of skills, knowledge, dispositions, and values in
which effective teachers must be proficient. They include: knowledge of learning
environments and instructional strategies; classroom management; knowledge of
learners and learning; subject matter knowledge; pedagogical content-knowledge;
knowledge of instructional strategies and representations; knowledge of curriculum
and curricular materials; and knowledge and skills on how to implement technology
in the curriculum.
The result of analysis of graduates’ ratings of the quality of teacher education
programs was good or excellent. This result is also similar with typical findings in
similar studies (Jakku-Sihvonen, 2002; Saari 2003; Brian et al, 2004; Miller and
Wolosyk, 2002; Flowers, 2002; Smoot, 2003; Rohn, 2005; Silverman, 2001;
Bickert0n et al, 2001; SUU Office of Institutional Research, 2000). It is, however,
difficult to conclude what these similar results mean because the teacher
education programs in question, as well as the details of the evaluatio n
instruments, differ from one study to another. It can be that these seemingly
similar results from these kinds of studies tell more about the typical answering
patterns when questionnaires with structured Likert-scales are used in program
evaluation studies.
CONLUSION AND DISCUSSION MEHDINEZHA
109
The most interesting finding of Study 1 was that there were no systematic
differences between different cohorts (representing different amount of work
experience) and between the ratings of students and graduates. This somewhat
counter-intui tive finding is, however, in line with some previous findings from the
USA. Studies assessing the relationship between student ratings and alumni ratings
across courses have shown that there is a positive correlation between students and
graduates ratings (Centra, 1974, 1979; Drucker & Remmers, 1951; Feldman, 1989;
Howard et al, 1985; McKeachie, 1979; Overall & Marsh, 1980).
All together the results of Study 1 showed that participants had quite positive
opinions of the teacher education programs. Even though there were some
differences between cohorts, genders and age groups the results did not indicate any
systematic trends. According to the results of study 1 an increase in work experience
is not related to the evaluations of teacher education programs.
Interestingly, Study 2 gave quite different results. According to the qualitative
data of Study 2 some graduates expressed that their perceptions have not changed
about the importance, effectiveness, and quality of training that they received during
their study time. They pointed out that teacher education programs have provided
them the basic theoretical/formal knowledge and some training of practical routines.
However, a majority of the teachers seems to have somewhat critical opinions about
the teacher education. These teachers were not satisfied with teacher education
programs because they argued that the programs failed to meet their practical
demands in different everyday situations of the classroom e.g. in coping with
students’ learning difficulties, multi-professional communication with parents and
other professional groups (psychologists and social workers), and classroom
management problems. Participants also emphasized more practice oriented
knowledge of subject matter, evaluation methods and teachers’ rights and
responsibilities. Therefore, they (54.1% of participants) suggested that teacher
education departments should provide more practice-based courses and programs as
well as closer collaboration between regular schools and teacher education
departments in order to fill gap between theory and practice.
The results of Study 2 also indicate that there were qualitative differences
in the answers of teachers representing different orientations to work and
professional development. Teachers who conceptualized the teaching profession
as a dynamically changing expertise and described professional development in
terms of deliberate practice had more appreciation for the theoretical studies,
whereas teachers with a more stable professional view (routine expertise) mainly
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argued that teacher training should focus more on teaching the concrete practices
and routines needed in the teacher profession.
The researchers have done many studies about different aspects of
practical and theoretical knowledge that the results of those support these
research findings. About:
The researcher such (Ellsworth, 2002; Becker et al, 1979; Bak, D. & Hansen,
Dyrgaard, 1999; Pause, 1977; Nir-Janiv, 1974; Yi-Ling, 2006; Souza et al, 2006;
Katz, 1997; Kummer, 2003; Pearson, 1989; Kilgore et al., 1990) have done studies
about teachers’ cooperation with colleagues, and external relationships e.g.
parents. The findings of these studies showed that teachers, especially novices
have problems in this domain.
Methods of encounter with students’ learning diff iculties is one the most
important problem for teachers and the findings of studies (Jakku-Sihvonen &
Niemi, 2005; Driel et al, 1998; Cochran, DeRuiter, & King, 1993; Doyle, 1986;
Fennema, 1990; Li, 1999; Ellsworth, 2002; Lubawy, 2003) certify deficiency of
many teachers in this area.
In a classroom, there are tow kinds activities (teaching and managing) and
managing is prerequisite of teaching. Some respondents have stated that they are
unable in class management. This result is similar with typical findings in similar
studies (Reynolds and Muijs, 1999; Ellsworth, 2002; NCTM, 2000; Wong & Wong,
1998; Manning & Bucher, 2003; Smith, 2000; Sokal, Smith, & Mowat, 2003; Burden,
2000; Good & Brophy, 2000; Iverson, 2003; Weinstein, 1996; Brown et al, 1989;
Leinhardt, 1988; Morine-Dershimer, 1989).
Acquiring a strong knowledge of subject matters is an essential part of a
teachers’ knowledge and it should be present by academic programs. Some
teachers believe that there is a few related between teacher education courses
and primary schools books. This is like the findings of some researchers (Floden
& Meniketti, 2005; Meijer et al, 1999; Ellsworth, 2002; Ball, Lubienski, & Mewborn,
2001; Cooney & Wilson, 1995; Even, 1993; Grossman, Wilson, & Shulman, 1989;
Ma, 1999; Shulman, 1986; Thompson, 1992; Wilson, Shulman, & Richert, 1987;
Driel et al, 1998; Cochran, DeRuiter, & King, 1993; Grossman, 1990;
Shulman,1986, 1987; Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1993; Wheeler & Feghali, 1983;
Diem, 1982; Gore, 1987; Weinstein, 1989).
The use of technology in an appropriate manner can enhance the learning
process. Technology can play a vital role in helping students meet higher standards
and perform at increased levels by promoting alternative, innovative approaches to
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teaching and learning. Teachers should have the latest knowledge of educational
technology and they need to be able to apply ICT in their work. Thus, teacher
education curricula and programs should give students opportunities to learn how to
use ICT. In this subject the results showed that older teachers have problems more
than novices. This result supported by previous findings like (Margerum-Leys, 2004;
Driel et al, 1998; Lundeberg, Zeon, Brown, Ingebrand, & Bieging, 2001; Margerum-
Leys & Marx, 2000; Allen, 2001; Davidson et al, 2000; Dwyer, 1994; NECS, 2002;
McNabb, Hawkes, & Rouk, 1999; Nevens et al, 2001; U.S. Department of Education
Study, 2003; Brennan, 2000).
Assessment is an important element in the teaching and learning process that
challenges instructors to consider evaluation techniques that meet the learning needs
of today’s learners. Teacher education programs should emphasize to this element.
See to findings by (Airasian, 1994; Carey, 1994; O’Sullivan & Chalnick, 1991;
Schafer, 1991; Stiggins, 1992, 1997; Boston, 2002; Rolheiser & Ross, 2000);
Teacher should be familiar with their rights and duties or responsibilities and
teacher training programs should provide facilities of this familiar. The results of
(Whitehead, 2002; Mathew, 2005; Alexander & Alexander, 1998; Lehr, 2003)
support this research finding.
The important finding of Study 2 dealing with the different orientations to
professional development and the role of practical skill and theoretical knowledge is
widely studied in different research traditions. Perhaps the most effective preparation
programs will be those that balance attention to developing pedagogical classroom
skills and analytic skills [deliberate]. Hiebert et al (2007), emphasize the analytic
skills, not only because they have received less attention but also because they
believe the core of teaching - interacting with students about the content - is not
learned well through automatizing routines or even through acquiring expert
strategies during a teacher preparation program. Rather, it is learned through
continual and systematic analysis of teaching. A consequence of focusing on analytic
skills is that the center of teaching expertise shifts from on-the-fly performance in
the classroom to preparation and reflection outside the classroom. Hiebert et al,
proposed a framework consists of four skills: (a) specifying the learning goals for the
instructional episode (What are students supposed to learn?); (b) conducting
empirical observations of teaching and learning (What did students learn?); (c)
constructing hypotheses about the effects of teaching on students’ learning (How did
teaching help [or not] students learn?); and (d) using analysis to propose
improvements in teaching (How could teaching more effectively help students
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learn?). These four skills are drawn from the daily routines of ordinary classroom
teachers as they plan, implement, and reflect on classroom lessons (see also;
Osterman & Kottkamp, 2004; Cruickshank & Applegate, 1980; Van Es & Sherin,
2002).
Hiebert et al (2007, pp. 56-58) reasons for selecting these skills were: first,
the skills are drawn from the (implicit) practice of classroom teachers. This gives the
skills a kind of face validity and, in addition, suggests the skills might be sustainable,
in some form, as part of teachers’ daily and weekly practice. A second reason for
selecting these skills is their similarity to the components of disciplined inquiry. This
similarity indicates that teachers who apply these skills will be engaged in a
disciplined inquiry into teaching - the precise goal of the framework. It offers
teachers the opportunity to accumulate knowledge for improving their own teaching
(and that of others) over time. These kinds of research-oriented teaching skills, that
enable teachers to participate in the process of gathering knowledge to inform their
practice, can engender a healthy and productive professional identity (Franke,
Carpenter, Fennema, Ansell, & Behrend, 1998; Malara & Zan, 2002). A third reason
for selecting the four skills is that they create a framework that allows space for the
influence of subject matter knowledge. Subject matter knowledge clearly influences
how and how well teachers teach (Borko et al., 1992; Borko, Livingston, McCaleb, &
Mauro, 1988; Carlsen, 1993, 1997; Hill et al, 2005; Leinhardt & Greeno, 1986; Stein
et al, 1990; Stodolsky, 1988); however, the mechanisms through which such
knowledge enters teachers’ thinking and practice are not well understood. The
framework they propose identifies sites where subject matter knowledge could
influence teachers’ work, especially as they prepare to implement and then reflect on
classroom lessons.
A fourth reason for selecting these skills is that preliminary data suggest that
they work; that is, applying skills like those we describe leads to improvements in
teaching over time. Goldenberg, Saunders, and Gallimore (2004) and Saunders and
Goldenberg (in press) reported considerable success with school wide efforts to
improve students’ learning that emphasize teachers’ analysis of practice. In the
weekly teacher meetings that occurred in these schools, teachers set learning goals
for students, brought student work to examine, and used the findings of their
analysis to revise classroom teaching. A fifth reason for choosing this framework lies
in its potential for helping teachers move toward more equitable instruction. With its
focus on student thinking and on collecting concrete evidence of students’
achievement of the learning goals, the framework encourages teachers to make
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instructional decisions based on each student’s learning rather than on their
(sometimes biased) perceptions and expectations. Collecting revealing evidence of
students’ thinking is facilitated by knowing one’s students, knowing what ideas they
bring to the classroom, and appreciating why individual students might differ in their
thinking. Using students’ thinking to revise instruction places teachers in a better
position to help each student achieve the learning goals. A final reason why this
framework has promise is that the four skills can be applied to improve learning with
respect to all types of learning goals. During their teaching careers, prospective
teachers are likely to be asked to help their students achieve a variety of learning
goals.
6.2 Recommendations for Implementations of the Findings
The results indicate that students’ and graduates’ ratings about the teacher
education programs are surprisingly similar. This emphasizes the importance and
usefulness of course evaluations submitted by students. It seems that students do
not only evaluate teaching on the basis of their current preferences, but they are
able to relate the evaluations to the future challenges of the teaching profession.
On the other hand the results show that there are important differences in
results when different evaluation instruments are used. Structured likert-scales seem
to lead to generally positive ratings whereas open-ended questions result in more
diverse and more critical evaluations. It is important that teacher education
programs are not only evaluated by using structured questionnaires, but it is
important to collect more qualitative evaluations by using open-ended questions as
well.
The results also show that the insufficient integration of theoretical knowledge
and practical skills is still an important issue in teacher education programs. The
mere increase of practical courses and practicing periods is not a relevant solution to
this problem. According to the results there are differences in teachers’ orientations
to work and professional development. Teacher education programs should support
students in developing more dynamic ideas of teacher expertise which is based on
continuous deliberate practice. Practical skills are needed already during the pre-
service teacher education but these skills should not be learned independently from a
more general conceptual understanding which creates opportunities for critical
reflection and continuous development.
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6.3 Assumptions and Limitations
Due to the nature of the investigation and questionnaire, the following
assumptions are basic for this study:
1. The subjects of this study have answered the questions as accurately and
honestly as possible.
2. Subjects have interpreted each question in the same way.
3. Response rate was not very high but satisfactory.
One of limitation was that the researcher was not able to carry out a real
follow-up or longitudinal study but instead used a repeated cross sectional study with
separate cohorts. Because of that it was not possible to control the initial differences
of the different groups.
This study was limited to the masters’ degree class teacher education students
in their 4th year and 2000-2004’s graduates and all teachers who have graduated
Turku Faculty of Education and now work in the few basic schools in South-West
Finland.
However, the researcher was eager to extend the scope of this study, but was
constrained by financial restrictions. In the course of carrying out this research,
efforts were made to make my opinions clear and rely on multiple methods (e.g.
observation) of information gathering, but questionnaires were the major source of
my data gathering. The researcher also was eager to know employers’ or principals’
opinions of the graduates’ functions.
6.4 Some Further Research Ideas
The findings indicated that the majority of the students and graduates were
satisfied with their training and preparation they received during their study time at
the Departments of Teacher Education (in Turku and Rauma) at the Faculty of
Education, University of Turku. This satisfaction might be due to any one or a
combination of several variables. Therefore, the following recommendations were
made for further studies:
1. Future studies should make use of observation instruments in the classrooms of
graduates.
2. Future studies should be conducted every year in order to determine the
importance, effectiveness and quality of the teacher education programs.
3. In the future, studies should make use of the employers’/managers’ perceptions
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Questionnaire for Study 1
FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONNAIRE FOR MASTERS' DEGREE TEACHER EDUCATION
STUDENTS/GRADUATES AT THE FACULTY OF EDUCATION,
UNIVERSITY OF TURKU
Dear Student/Graduate,
Please help us evaluate the quality of the Masters' Degree Class
Teacher Education programs by completing this survey and return it as soon as
possible. Your perceptions of courses and experiences are important us in evaluating
faculty programs. If you have any questions, do not hesitate to contact:
valmeh@utu.fi
You can answer to this survey online in:
http://www.mehdinezhad.com/feedback.htm
Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire.
Background Information
Please check (√) the appropriate blank. No. Q. :
Note: In this part, students in 4th grade just answer to questions 1 to 3. Please
1. Year of Graduation/Education
2000 p 2000 p 2002 p 2003 p 2004 p Student p
2. Gender
Male p Female p
3. Age
21-24 p 25-29 p 30-34 p 35-44 p 44/Over p
4. Do you currently have paid employment?
No p Go to Q. 5 and continue from of 8 Yes p Go to Q. 6 and continue
5. Which best describes why you are not employed for pay at this time?
(Please check one)
Full-time homemaker p Full-time student p
Family responsibilities p Health disability p
Other:
6. What is your current employment status? (Please check one)
Full-time p Not working but looking p
Part-time p Not working & not looking p
7. Are you working in the field for which you were prepared?
Yes p No p
8. How long after graduation did it take you to obtain your first job?
0 – 3 months p 4 – 6 months p
7 – 11 months p 12 months or more p
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5 4 3 2 1 1 Ability to think critically & analytically 80 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 2 Ability to solve problems and make good decisions 81 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 3 Trying different approaches to solving a problem 82 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 4 Ability to analyze student performance standards
to identify associated higher-order thinking skills,
and design learning and performance strategies to
evoke these higher-order skills
83 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 5 Ability to choose varied teaching strategies,
materials, and technologies to expand students'
thinking abilities
84 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 6 Ability to assist students in selecting projects and
assignments that involve the need to gather
information and solve problems
85 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 7 Ability to engage in critical thinking related to
practical and theoretical educational issues
86 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 8 Ability to participate in teamwork 87 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 9 Ability to communicate effectively with students to
foster learning
88 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 10 Communication skills -orally, visually & in writing- 89 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 11 Ability to interact with students, teachers,
administrator, parents and community members
90 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1
12
Ability to establish positive interaction in the
learning environment that uses incentives and
consequences for students to promote excellence
91 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 13 Ability to maintain standards of mutually
respectful interaction during individual work,
cooperative learning and whole group activities
92 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 14 Ability to motivate, encourages, and support
individual and group inquiry
93 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 15 Ability to make reasonable effort to protect
students from conditions harmful to learning
and/or to the students' mental and/or physical
health and/or safety
94 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 16 Awareness and understanding of ethics 95 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 17 Clarifying values that relate to instruction 96 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 18 Ability to provide for student access to diverse
points of view
97 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 19 Understand the ethics of teaching 98 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 20 Ability to provide curriculum leadership 99 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 21 Knowledge of instructional strategies 100 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 22 Awareness with lesson planning 101 1 2 3 4 5
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5 4 3 2 1 23 Ability to manage the time demands of teaching
effectively
102 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 24 Ability to establish clear goals / objectives for
each lesson and statement of its in to start of
lesson
103 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 25 Ability to develop student performance outcomes,
benchmarks, and evidence of adequate progress
to guide planning for instruction
104 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 26 Ability to integrate student performance and
outcomes into lesson designs and delivery
services
105 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 27 Ability to provide comprehensible instruction to
enable every student to meet the performance
required of students in the schools
106 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 28 Managing time and space effectively to promote
active engagement of all students in learning
107 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 29 Planning activities that utilize a variety of support
and enrichment activities and materials
108 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 30 Ability to provide for instructional flexibility by
adapting plan while a lesson is in progress to
address unexpected problems or to benefit from
unexpected opportunities
109 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 31 Ability to create approaches to learning that are
interdisciplinary and that integrate multiple
subject areas
110 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 32 Working cooperatively with colleagues in planning
for instruction
111 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 33 Ability to serve as a student advocate in the
school and with the social, legal, and health
agencies in the community
112 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 34 Knowledge of methods and achievements in
science
113 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 35 Understanding development levels of students 114 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 36 Knowledge and application of consultation 115 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 37 Ability to use of principles and theories of learning 116 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 38 Ability to use a wide variety of teaching methods 117 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 39 Awareness with classroom control techniques 118 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 40 Giving direction to students 119 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 41 Ability to use of phrasing questions 120 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 42 Using reinforcement techniques 121 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 43 Ability to understand how children/young adults
learn
122 1 2 3 4 5
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5 4 3 2 1 44 Ability to understand the research on which
current educational theory and practice is based
123 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 45 Knowledge of professional role and expected
professional behavior
124 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 46 Ability to communicate with families including
those of culturally and linguistically diverse
students to become familiar with the students'
home situation and background
125 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 47 Focusing on urban contexts and the opportunities
and challenges present in those contexts
126 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 48 Appropriate use of assessments 127 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 49 Interpreting test results 128 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 50 Evaluating grading systems 129 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 51 Continually evaluate the effectiveness of your
teaching
130 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 52 Ability to diagnose students' readiness to learn
and their individual learning needs and plan
appropriate intervention strategies
131 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 53 Ability to assess individual and group performance
to design instruction that meet students' current
needs in the cognitive, social, linguistic, cultural,
emotional, and physical domains
132 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 54 Employing performance-based assessment
approaches to determine students' performance of
specified outcomes
133 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 55 Ability to assist students in maintaining portfolios
of individual work and progress toward
performance outcomes
134 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 56 Ability to provide feedback and encouragement to
students
135 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 57 Ability to function as a facilitator in the school,
actively applying accepted principles and
strategies for affecting change
136 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 58 Working in general group settings and on focus
groups in cooperation with other educators and
families to analyze the effectiveness of instruction
in the school and to develop improvement
strategies
137 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 59 Ability to use data from your own learning
environments (classroom observation, audio/video
recordings, students’ results and feedback, and
research) to reflect upon and experiment with
personal teaching practices
138 1 2 3 4 5
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5 4 3 2 1 60 Ability to create and monitor a personal
professional development plan to guide your own
improvement
139 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 61 To reflect and improve on your performance in
teaching/learning activities and increase your
capacity to facilitate learning for all students
140 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 62 Teaching subject matter content 141 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 63 Ability to use of a wide variety of instructional
resources including print material, manipulative
and information technology
142 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 64 Doing research on an issue or topic before
planning a course of action
143 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 65 Ability to communicate accurate knowledge of
subject matter in a comprehensible manner using
language and style appropriate to the learner
144 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 66 Ability to demonstrate a breadth of subject matter
knowledge that enables students to approach and
to interrelate topics from a variety of
perspectives, interests, and points of view
145 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 67 Ability to demonstrate a breadth of subject matter
that enables you to collaborate with colleagues
from other subject fields in the integration of
instruction.
146 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 68 Remaining current to changes to the subject field 147 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 69 Ability to create of positive classroom climate that
promotes openness and mutual respect
148 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 70 Ability to create a positive learning environment in
your classes
149 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 71 Ability to create varied learning environments and
identifies those that work best in various
situations
150 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 72 Arranging and manage the physical environment
in which I work to facilitate instruction and ensure
student safety
151 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 73 Ability to create and/or support environments that
encourage students’ positive learning
152 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 74 Integration of technology 153 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 75 Ability to use audio-visual media 154 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 76 Ability to utilize appropriate learning media,
computer applications, and other technology to
address students’ needs and learning objectives
155 1 2 3 4 5
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5 4 3 2 1 77 Using a wide range of instructional technologies,
such as CD-ROM, interactive video, videotaping,
and electronic libraries to enhance the subject
matter and assure it is comprehensible to all
students
156 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 78 Ability to teach students to use available
computers and other forms of technology at the
skill level appropriate to enable success and
maintain interest
157 1 2 3 4 5
5 4 3 2 1 79 Working with technical and instructional specialists
available to the school, teacher and students to
collaborate on instructional design and delivery





Please rate the adequacy of each of
the following support secrecies or
instructional resources in meeting
your needs while you were taking
courses at the Faculty of Education Very Poor
159 Quality of teaching by teachers( faculty) in your major area 1 2 3 4 5
160 Teacher’s knowledge of subject(s) 1 2 3 4 5
161 Course objectives and requirements made clear 1 2 3 4 5
162 Content of course(s) in your major area 1 2 3 4 5
163 Advice/counsel you received from the advisor in your major
department
1 2 3 4 5
164 Your teacher preparation program(s) 1 2 3 4 5
165 Your student teaching experiences 1 2 3 4 5
166 Methods of instruction 1 2 3 4 5
167 Testing and grading 1 2 3 4 5
168 Required courses outside your major area(general education
requirements)
1 2 3 4 5
169 Opportunities to increase your self-understanding 1 2 3 4 5
170 Opportunities to work with other students in groups or teams 1 2 3 4 5
171 Opportunities to engage in extra-curricular activities 1 2 3 4 5
172 Opportunities to participate in faculty members’ research 1 2 3 4 5
173 Availability of courses at convenient times 1 2 3 4 5
174 Class size 1 2 3 4 5
175 Please indicate your overall evaluation about quality of
instructions you received at the faculty of education
1 2 3 4 5
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Thank you for completing the survey. Please use the space
provided to write any additional thought or information that you would
like to share with us.





Cover Letter of Explanation
Vali Mehdinezhad





My name is Vali Mehdinezhad. I am a Doctoral student at Faculty of Education,
University of Turku.
I am conducting a follow-up study of the Teacher Education Masters’ Degree
graduates for my dissertation as a partial fulfillment of the requirements for Doctor
of Education Degree in the Faculty of Education, University of Turku.
As a Faculty of Education graduate, you are in an excellent position to provide
information needed. Thus, please help me evaluate the quality of the Masters'
Degree Teacher Education programs by completing this survey. Your perceptions of
courses and experiences are important me in evaluating faculty programs. Please
return the questionnaire in the enclosed stamped and self-addressed envelope as
soon as possible (Seven-day period).
You can also answer to this survey online in:
http://www.mehdinezhad.com/feedback.htm
If you have any questions, do not hesitate to contact: valmeh@utu.fi
Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire.
Sincerely,





Follow-Up Cover Letter 1
Vali Mehdinezhad





Last week, you have received a mail from me containing a survey about
evaluation of Masters’ Teacher Education programs. If you have completed and
submitted the survey, please accept my thanks.
If you have not yet returned / submitted it, I would like to encourage you to
do so. This survey is a crucial component of my doctoral dissertation and without an
appropriate response rate I will be unable to complete my research.
I remember again you can answer to this survey online in:
http://www.mehdinezhad.com/feedback.htm
If you have any questions, do not hesitate to contact: valmeh@utu.fi
Thank you again for your consideration and cooperation.
Sincerely,





Follow-Up Cover Letter 2
Vali Mehdinezhad





Three weeks ago, you have received a mail from me containing a survey about
evaluation of Masters’ Teacher Education programs.
I would appreciate your assistance. I am asking that you complete the enclosed
self stamped questionnaire and return it to me as soon as possible.
This information and any additional comments you make will be most helpful
to me as a student completing the requirement for the Doctor of Education Degree.
I remember again you can answer to this survey online in:
http://www.mehdinezhad.com/feedback.htm
If you have any questions, do not hesitate to contact: valmeh@utu.fi
Thank you again for your consideration and cooperation.
Sincerely,





Questionnaire for Study 2
Hyvä opettaja,
Olemme tekemässä tutkimusta opiskelijoiden ja jo valmiiden opettajien
arvioinneista saamastaan peruskoulutuksesta. Olemme koonneet tästä aiheesta
laajan aineiston, jota käytetään hyväksi opettajankoulutusohjelmien kehittämisessä.
Keräämämme aineiston täydennykseksi haluamme nyt tiedustella kouluissa toimivilta
opettajilta, miten he katsovat lisääntyneen työkokemuksen vaikuttaneen heidän
käsityksiinsä aikoinaan saamastaan opettajan peruskoulutuksesta. Toivomme, että
voisitte vastata alla oleviin muutamiin kysymyksiin. Teemme tätä tutkimusta Turun









1. Miten monta vuotta olette toimineet opettajana luokanopettajaksi
valmistumisenne jälkeen.
2. Miten lisääntynyt työkokemus on vaikuttanut arvioonne saamastanne opettajan
peruskoulutuksesta? Jos katsotte käsitystenne muuttuneen, niin täsmentäkää
miten.
